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SELF-EFFICACY BELIEFS OF ELEMENTARY GENERAL EDUCATION
TEACHERS IN INCLUSIVE CLASSROOMS AND THE ROLE
OF PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT
ABSTRACT
In an effort to provide greater access and progress in the general education
curriculum and higher levels of standards proficiency for students with disabilities,
school districts across the nation have substantially increased placements in inclusive
classroom settings. This thrust has significantly challenged and frustrated general
educators due to their perceptions of incompetence related to meeting the needs of
students with disabilities in the absence of appropriate training and support.
This study used mixed-methods research to explore differences in general
educators' self-efficacy beliefs based on rEP-identified students' learning or behavioral
challenges; variation in classroom practice between high and low self-efficacy teachers
relative to instructional strategies, behavior events, and student engagement; and lastly,
perceptions of professional development experiences related to skill and knowledge areas
supportive of inclusive instruction. Study results revealed significant differences between
general self-efficacy and the student engagement, management, and use of instructional
strategies subscales for both students with learning and behavioral challenges. Classroom
observations and follow-up interviews provided support of the many important
differences between low and high self-efficacy teachers. Bivariate correlations indicated
significant, positive relationships between professional development format delivery and
perceived implementation level. Bivariate correlations also revealed significant, positive
relationships between perceived follow-up support and implementation use. Implications
XIV

of this study include the importance of targeted professional development and subsequent
follow-up support to improve teacher understanding and use of effective practices with
students who have IEP-identified learning and behavioral challenges.

SHEILA SYKES ASHLEY
PROGRAM IN EDUCATIONAL POLICY, PLANNING AND LEADERSHIP
THE COLLEGE OF WILLIAM AND MARY IN VIRGINIA
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SELF-EFFICACY BELIEFS OF ELEMENTARY GENERAL EDUCATION
TEACHERS IN INCLUSIVE CLASSROOMS AND THE ROLE
OF PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT

CHAPTER I: THE PROBLEM
Introduction
Special education moved to a heightened place of concern for our country with
the advance of Public Law 94-142, the Education for All Handicapped Children Act.
Prior to this momentous act, less than one half of all students with disabilities received
any educational service (Williamson, McLeskey, Hoppey, & Rentz, 2006). Following
quickly upon the law's passage, special education referrals prompted public schools to
begin the scramble to fulfill the mandate to appropriately educate all school-age children
regardless of handicap (Andrews, Evans, & Miller, 2002; Howard, 1996). For years,
educators assumed that pull-out programs that offered fewer numbers of students in
separate classrooms and greater adult support, often through instructional assistants, was
superior to placement in "regular" education classes (Stein, Leinhardt, & Bickel, 1989;
Walther-Thomas, Korinek, McLaughlin, & Williams, 2000). Self-contained classes,
resource settings, and day treatment options in public or private settings were viewed as
providing more qualified staff as specially-trained educators were available and viewed
as the most appropriate providers due to increased needs of handicapped students (Slavin
& Madden, 1989). "Regular education teachers" were made to understand that they could

not meet such specialized needs; special educators offered few counterarguments
(Volonino & Zigmond, 2007).

The Importance of Least Restrictive Environment
Over time, numerous studies have provided dismal descriptions concerning the
results of pull-out or separate programs (Peterson & Hittie, 2003; Slavin & Madden,
2

Self-efficacy Beliefs and Inclusive Classrooms 3
1989; Volonino & Zigmond, 2007). High drop-out rates, low academic performance, and
limited post-school opportunities are among the concerns related to such separate
programs (Price, Mayfield, McFadden, & Marsh, 2000-2001; Rea, McLaughlin, &
Walther-Thomas, 2002; Walther-Thomas et al., 2000). When P.L. 94-142 was
reauthorized in 1990 as the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA), language
had begun to appear related to Least Restrictive Environment (LRE). The IDEA's
subsequent reauthorization in 1997 further specified the expectation for consideration for
the LRE. Provisions were incorporated related to access to the general education
curriculum as well as the increased role of general educators in the development of the
Individualized Education Program [IEP] (Moore, Gilbreath, & Maiuri, 1998; Peterson &
Hittie, 2003; Price et al., 2000-2001). This trend continued in the subsequent
reauthorization. In 2004, the law was renamed The Individuals with Disabilities
Education Improvement Act, also known as IDEIA or IDEA 2004 (Murdick, Gartin, &
Crabtree, 2007). As in the previous reauthorization, specific provisions specified that the
LRE was to be carefully considered; however, this reauthorization explicitly charged
public schools to consider the general education setting first and required explanation for
any area where this was not appropriate.
The LRE requirement has proven challenging for public schools as it has
frequently been misconstrued in practice (Hagan-Burke & Jefferson, 2002; Osgood,
2005). Often, the LRE has been viewed as synonymous with inclusion or with the
previously used term mainstreaming (McLaughlin, 2009; Stein et al., 1989). For some,
the LRE has characterized the heart of inclusion (Mungai & Thornburg, 2002; Price et
al., 2000-2001). Importantly, neither "inclusion" nor the term mainstreaming appears in
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legislation (Hines, 2001; Lenz, Deshler, & Kissam, 2004; Murdick et al., 2007).
However, the LRE directive indirectly promotes practices of including students with
disabilities in the general education setting; these practices are commonly referred to as
inclusion or inclusive practice (Burgess, 1997; McLeskey, Henry, & Axelrod, 1999;
Williamson et al., 2006).

The Influence ofNo Child Left Behind
The IDEA and the accompanying LRE provision were enhanced through the
passage of The No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) in 2001, as it further spotlighted special
education (Brown, Welsh, Hill, & Cipko, 2008). Although the IDEA entitled students
with disabilities to access, participation, and progress in the general education
curriculum, NCLB reinforced the expectation that most students with disabilities were to
meet the same standards as their non-disabled peers (Brown et al., 2008; DeSimone &
Parmar, 2006; Friend & Bursuck, 2006; Lenz et al., 2004; McLaughlin, 2009). Yearly
assessments demonstrating students' performance on state standards were expected to be
administered to special education students in the same manner as students in general
education classes (McLaughlin, 2009). NCLB made it clear: Public schools were
unmistakably accountable for the success of special education students. Further, due to
distinction as one of the subcategories that public schools must address and publicly
declare for Adequate Yearly Progress (A YP), school personnel were moved to
acknowledge that special education was truly a school-wide issue (Huefner, 2006).
NCLB further supported the IDEA and its provisions through the requirement for
a highly qualified (HQ) teacher in every classroom (Wright & Wright, 2007). This
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requirement caused numerous public schools to move rapidly towards inclusive practice
in order to fulfill the HQ requirement. By serving large numbers of students with
disabilities in the general education setting, general education teachers, who meet the
specifications for highly qualified status, serve as the teacher of record for core subject
areas and the special education teacher functions in a support role. Thus, the heightened
emphasis on inclusive practices has served as a conduit for access to the general
education curriculum (Brown et al, 2008).

The Emergence of a New Measure
Currently, a new accountability measure is gaining prominence and increasing the
pressure on local and state educational agencies to improve special education outcomes
for students. The State Performance Plan (SPP) and its accompanying Annual
Performance Report (APR) are growing in significance. IDEA 2004 established the
demand that each state submit an annual report card identifying the progress oflocal
educational agencies (LEA) against specified state performance targets for a variety of
indicators, such as graduation rates, post-graduation outcomes, parent involvement, free
and appropriate education (F APE) in the least restrictive environment (LRE), and
participation and performance on state assessments. This demand is consistent with a
recommendation offered by the President's Commission on Excellence in Special
Education, namely to define "adequate yearly progress" toward goals for special
education and to measure and report on the progress of those specified goals (U.S.
Department of Education, 2002). The SPP delineates the level of progress or slippage in
meeting rigorous and measurable targets to the public and must be disseminated to
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various media (Virginia Department of Education, 2008). Each LEA receives a
performance report for the various indicators and is rated against the state target.
One indicator within the SPP is provoking increased emphasis in educating
students with disabilities in the general education setting. The School Age Least
Restrictive Environment Indicator examines the percentage of children aged 6 through 21
with IEPs. The indicator focuses on three areas: percentage of children in the regular
class more than 80% of the day, percentage of children in the regular class less than 40%
of the day, and lastly, percentage of children served in public or private separate schools,
residential placements, or homebound or hospital placements (Virginia Department of
Education, 2008).

Inclusion Pressures and School-wide Reform
The SPP and its accompanying APR, the NCLB along with the A YP
determinations, and the IDEA have coalesced to pressure school-wide reforms. The need
for access to the general education curriculum thrust inclusion as an innovation in special
education to a far broader context of school restructuring (Kavale & Forness, 2000;
Soodak, Podell, & Lehman, 1998). The impetus ofNCLB and its demand for AYP and
highly qualified teachers caused schools to rethink special education placements,
supports, need for differentiation, and use of accommodations and modifications. Such
dramatic change has resulted in general educators' uncertainty and angst. Such feelings
are understandable as the President's Commission on Excellence in Special Education
(U.S. Dept. ofEducation, 2002) reported that in 1998,just 21 percent ofteachers felt very
well prepared to address the needs of students with disabilities while 41 percent stated
they felt moderately well equipped.
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NCLB and related educational reform through the standards movement has
shaped the educational context for students, as well as for teachers (Borko, 2004;
Corcoran, 1995; Nolet & McLaughlin, 2005; O'Shea, 2005). Demands on general
educators have increased exponentially and resulted in high levels of stress. General
education teachers have been thrust into the position of planning, delivering, and
assessing the substantial portion of students with disabilities' day-to-day instruction,
often with limited training and support (Buell, Hallam, Gamel-McCormick & Scheer,
1999; DeSimone & Parmar, 2006). In addition, as inclusive classrooms have proliferated
in recent years, general educators have struggled to meet demanding conditions:
extensive range of students' abilities, challenging behavior situations, responsibilities in
assuring appropriate accommodations and modifications as part of students' IEPs, as well
as documentation of progress, and collaboration demands with additional educators (e.g.,
special educator, speech and language therapist). General educators have frequently
voiced their ill regard for current inclusion practices; their inadequate preparation, and
lack of support (Burstein, Sears, Wilcoxen, Cabello, & Spagna, 2004; Ricciato, 2000).
The lack of professional development and teachers' feelings of incompetence to fulfill
these additional expectations negatively shape teacher attitudes and willingness to put
forth additional efforts (Scott, Vitale, & Masten, 1998).

The Importance of Teachers' Beliefs
Teachers' beliefs in their personal capacity to meet the needs of students with
disabilities in the general education setting are critically important to their classroom
behaviors (Brownell & Pajares, 1999; Buell et al., 1999; Diken, 2006; Scott et al., 1998;
Toumaki & Podell, 2005). Such beliefs strongly influence their subsequent actions as
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they filter and direct one's cognitive, motivational, affective, and decision-making
processes (Bandura, 1995, 1997, 2002; Pajares, 2002). These self-beliefs are termed
teacher self-efficacy. Over the past two decades, teacher self-efficacy has been
researched extensively, and researchers have established strong connections between
teacher self-efficacy and teacher behaviors that cultivate student achievement (Ashton &
Webb, 1986, Darling-Hammond, 2006; Henson, 2001; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001,
2007; Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998).
Self-efficacy beliefs have been shown to influence numerous teacher behaviors.
Teachers' personal perceptions of their capabilities have been determined to strongly
influence their use of instructional strategies as well as their classroom management
(Ashton & Webb, 1986; Baker, 2005; Brownell & Pajares, 1999; Pajares, 2002; RimmKaufman & Sawyer, 2004; Toumaki & Podell, 2005; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001,
2007; Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998). In addition, self-efficacy beliefs have also been
found to relate to teachers' likelihood of referral for students considered difficult to teach
(Meijer & Foster, 1988; Podell & Soodak, 1993; Soodak & Podell, 1993). More
efficacious teachers tend to have less custodial perspectives regarding student control, use
positive behavior management strategies more often, and possess more preventative, as
opposed to reactive beliefs with regard to behavioral concerns (Ashton & Webb, 1986;
Bandura, 1997; Pajares, 2002; Toumaki & Podell, 2005; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy,
2001). Further, high self-efficacy teachers have been found to demonstrate higher use of
best practices and research-supported improved methods for instruction (DarlingHammond, 2006; Rimm-Kaufman & Sawyer, 2004; Toumaki & Podell, 2005).
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Teacher self-efficacy beliefs have also been found to keenly connect to student
outcomes. General educators reporting higher levels of self-efficacy have been found to
reap the greatest gains in student achievement (Carlson, Lee, & Schroll, 2004). Students'
own self-efficacy levels are improved with an efficacious teacher (Campbell, Kyriakides,
Muijs, & Robinson, 2004; Henson, 2001; Hoy & Spero, 2005; Pajares, 2002; Pajares &
Schunk, 2001). Moreover, teachers' self-efficacy has been linked to student motivation
(Midgley, Feldlaufer, & Eccles, 1989). Clearly, self-efficacy beliefs and resulting teacher
actions contribute considerably to student learning outcomes.
Teaching success, persistence, and effort depend on the extent to which a teacher
believes he or she has the competence to orchestrate and employ teaching that will result
in successful learning (Ashton & Webb, 1986; Hoy & Spero, 2005; Pajares, 2002;
Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001, 2007; Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998). Greater selfefficacy results in greater effort and diligence, which in tum leads to improved
performance, which leads to greater self-efficacy (Bandura, 1993; Pajares, 2002).
Conversely, low self-efficacy results in less effort and perseverance, which leads to less
self-efficacy. Thus, teachers pursue activities in which they feel competent and avoid
activities in which they doubt their capacity to perform effectively (Bandura, 1994, 1997;
Hoy & Spero, 2005; Pajares, 2002; Toumaki & Podell, 2005).
High self-efficacy levels have been found to contribute to the setting of ambitious
goals, increased goal commitment, and the expectation that goals will be achieved despite
setbacks along the way (Ashton & Webb, 1986; Bandura, 1993, 1994, 1995; Hoy &
Spero, 2005; Pajares, 2002; Romi & Leyser, 2006; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001,

Self-efficacy Beliefs and Inclusive Classrooms 10
2007). Those with high levels of self-efficacy have been found to take responsibility for
the outcomes of their actions, attributing success or failure to their effort, rather than to
factors outside of their control (Ashton & Webb, 1986; Pajares, 2002; Ross, 1995). As
challenging situations arise, such teachers are motivated to try harder. In contrast,
teachers with a low sense of self-efficacy avoid situations in which they doubt their
capacity to perform successfully (Ashton & Webb, 1986; Bandura, 1993, 1994, 1997;
Brownell & Pajares, 1999; Hoy & Spero, 2005; Pajares, 2002). This is a critical concern
when considering the challenging instructional demands of teaching students with
disabilities in an inclusive setting.

The Role of Professional Development
Undoubtedly, the self-efficacy levels of general education teachers are vitally
important to the implementation of inclusive practices (Buell et al., 1999). In order for
teachers to possess a belief in their personal capabilities to carry out the actions required
to effectively teach in an inclusive classroom, they must have the needed knowledge,
skills, and abilities to do so. Professional development then becomes a critical facilitator
to achieving needed competencies. It is the means for acquiring or enhancing the teacher
learning necessary to produce increased learning levels for all students (Elmore, 2004;
Guskey, 2000; National StaffDevelopment Council, 2001; Zepeda, 2008). Additionally,
it is a vehicle critical to building deeper teacher support towards mandated curricular and
instructional practices, as well as a conduit to actual skill implementation (Kubitskey &
Fishman, 2006). Effective professional development has emerged as an important means
to elevating teachers' skill and knowledge levels to meet the accountability demands for
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improving learning for all students (Choy, Chen, & Bugarin, 2006; Desimone, Porter,
Garet, Yoon, & Birman, 2002; Garet, Porter, Desimone, Birman, & Yoon, 2001; Wilson
& Berne, 1999). Further, it is now generally accepted that professional development must
be considered a career-long endeavor as classroom practice and professional competence
must continue to evolve (Diaz-Maggioli, 2004; Pang, 2001).

NCLB 's Influence on Professional Development
Similar to its role in highlighting special education, specifically the need for
access, participation, and progress, NCLB has strongly influenced professional
development delivery and expectations (Garet et al., 2008; Lowden, 2005; Zepeda, 2008).
No Child Left Behind clearly defined the requisite elements to effective professional
development. Five criteria are specified within the law as necessary for high-quality
distinction: a) sustained, intensive, and content focused; b) aligned to state standards and
assessments; c) improves and increases teachers' content area knowledge; d) fosters
teachers' understanding of scientifically-based instructional strategies; and e) effects on
teacher effectiveness and student achievement are regularly evaluated (Lowden, 2005;
Yoon et al., 2007; Zepeda, 2008). Accountability demands mandated by this powerful
law at the federal, state, and local levels, specifically Title II, Part A, have stipulated that
public schools clearly contribute to student learning and actively engage in continual
improvement in practice and performance. These demands apply to all educators. The
increased emphasis on teacher performance has resulted in an elevated attentiveness of
the importance of effective professional development (Lowden, 2003; Sparks, 2002).
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Effective Professional Development and Improving Teaching
Significant research has been conducted on defining characteristics of effective
professional development (Desimone et al., 2002; Guskey, 2000; Kubitskey & Fishman,
2006). Research has indicated that professional development should be directly
connected to teachers' daily work with students, relate to content areas, and be
continuous and on-going (Pullan, 2007; Hawley & Valli, 2000; Joyce & Showers, 2002;
Sparks, 2002; Zepeda, 2008). Further, research has suggested that learning opportunities
should be lengthy as opposed to brief, teachers should be provided with an authentic role
in defining the intended content, and classroom practice must be interspersed with new
learning (Kennedy, 1998). Conversely, ineffective professional development, such as
"one-shot" workshops, expert lectures, and a disconnected array of courses have been
found to do little to improve teacher learning, and in effect, negatively impact teacher
productivity (Knight, 2007; Sparks, 2002; Wilson & Berne, 1999; Yoon et al., 2007;
Zepeda, 2008).
Concurrently, research has validated the critical impact of the teacher on student
success (Cheng, Mok, & Tsui, 2001; Pullan, 2007; Hawley & Valli, 2000; InPraxis,
2006; Marzano, 2003, 2007; Reeves, 2006; Sparks, 2002). Standards-based reform
emphasized the critical importance of the teacher and improved teaching as the best
course toward increased student learning (Birman, Desimone, Porter, & Garet, 2000;
Darling-Hammond, 1999; Darling-Hammod & Bransford, 2005; Loucks-Horsley &
Matsumoto, 1999). However, research has indicated that teachers differ significantly in
their effectiveness in addressing the challenges in teaching a heterogeneous class (Podell
& Tournaki, 2007).
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The National Commission on Teaching and America's Future (1996) proclaimed
that what teachers know and can do is paramount to student learning; thus, good schools
are only created with good teachers. Likewise, changing demands and new
understandings of effective teaching have created an impetus to shift from teachercentered instruction to student-centered instruction (Cheng et al., 2001). Teacher
influence is thus critical to student success. In related work, Marzano (2003) synthesized
numerous studies related to teacher factors influencing student achievement and
concluded that three areas significantly represent teacher impact: use of instructional
strategies, classroom management, and classroom curriculum design. These factors are
fundamental in all classrooms, but are even more so in an inclusive setting. Thus, such
areas demand strong professional skill.
As stated previously, the inclusive classroom, with its corresponding student
demands, significantly increases the general educator's responsibilities, and in tum, raises
the requisite teacher skill-set (Buell et al., 1999). Three key areas are ofvital importance
as they greatly influence student learning and outcomes, and elevate the importance of
teacher behavior: adapting instruction, managing behavior, and maintaining student
engagement. Adapting instruction is especially critical in the inclusive classroom as it
promotes the ability to address standards while addressing individual needs (Mungai &
Thornburg, 2002). It also provides for diverse student populations and needs beyond
identified special education students. Managing behavior facilitates student learning in a
positive, focused, proactive approach while ensuring a safe, conducive environment for
instruction. This is critical when instructing students with behavioral concerns. Lastly,
student engagement is of significant concern as it has a dramatic influence on student
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achievement as it leads to better outcomes, higher skill retention and transfer, higher
order learning, and finally, promotes a lessening of negative behaviors (Bohn, Roehrig, &
Pressley, 2004; Marzano, 2007). All of these areas require significant professional skill to
effectively address.

Inclusive Teachers' Critical Need for Professional Development
While professional development is viewed as a vital tool for all educators, the
increased demands and responsibilities of the general education inclusive teacher
significantly raises its importance. The provision of various training opportunities to
promote knowledge and skill acquisition to meet these substantial demands is critical to
increasing student learning across the classroom and even more importantly, improving
the learning and future outcomes for students with disabilities. In order to gain an initial
awareness of effective instructional practice in working with students with disabilities,
inclusive teachers need the support of traditional or direct professional development.
Such trainings support teachers' "knowing that" a particular strategy is effective and
facilitate later learning in practice (Kubitskey & Fishman, 2006). However, further
learning is needed. Moving teachers to the more important, "knowing how," or
knowledge in action, demands frequent learning opportunities in authentic contexts
(Kubitskey & Fishman, 2006). Such opportunities are termed job-embedded learning.
Job-embedded learning has significantly altered the professional learning
paradigm in recent years as educators have come to understand its role in promoting
learning through daily work activities (Diaz-Maggioli, 2004; Fullan, Hill, & Crevola,
2006; Hawley & Valli, 2000; Zepeda, 2008). It has been found to enhance teacher
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reflection; promote collegiality, and hence, combat isolation; make learning more
relevant; and lastly, assist in skill transfer (Center for Comprehensive School Reform and
Improvement [CSRI], 2006; Pullan et al., 2006; Zepeda, 2008). Each of these elements is
necessary to improve the inclusive teacher's level of competence as well as confidence.
Job-embedded and traditional professional development are necessary ingredients
for better instruction and improved student learning (Guskey, 2000; Lieberman & Miller,
1999). As stated previously, what teachers know and can do are critically important.
Teacher growth keenly impacts teacher practice and supports actual skill implementation
(Guskey, 2000; Lieberman & Miller, 1999). For this reason, teachers desire and need a
variety of learning opportunities and available formats that are responsive to their needs
(Borko, Elliott, & Uchiyama, 2002; Diaz-Maggioli, 2004; Guskey, 2000; Lieberman &
Miller, 1999). Inclusive teachers, often struggling with perceptions of incompetence,
require ample opportunities to participate in responsive learning situations. In order for
such a teacher to believe that she has the capacity to carry out the actions needed to meet
the varying challenges within the classroom, she must be equipped. Effective
professional development is the key.
Statement of the Problem
The reauthorization of the IDEA 2004 and the mandates ofNCLB have sparked
keen interest in improving inclusive settings within schools (Bahr & Kovaleski, 2006;
McLaughlin, 2002). A YP determinations and the requirements for public reporting have
prompted high levels of scrutiny towards general and special education process, delivery,
and evaluation systems (McLaughlin, 2009). In an effort to provide greater access and
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progress in the general education curriculum and higher levels of standards proficiency
for students with disabilities, school districts across the nation have substantially
increased placements in inclusive classroom settings. This thrust has significantly
challenged and frustrated general educators due to their perceptions of incompetence
related to meeting the needs of students with disabilities in the absence of appropriate
training and support (McLeskey & Waldron, 2006).
The U.S. Department of Education (2007) reported that approximately 96% of
students with disabilities were served in general education settings for at least part of
their school day in 2003. In this same year, approximately 50% of students with
disabilities were instructed for the majority of their school day in a general education
setting, which is calculated as outside the regular education setting for less than 21% of
the school day. This has increased from 43.4 percent in 1993 (U.S. Dept. ofEducation,
2007). Four disability areas most predominantly served in the general education setting
currently include: specific learning disabilities (SLD), mental retardation (MR),
emotional disturbance (ED), and autism. The percentages of each disability category
served in the regular setting for the majority of the school day in 2003 included: SLD
48.8 percent, MR 11.7 percent, ED 30.3 percent, and Autism 26.8 percent (U.S. Dept. of
Education, 2007). Clearly, these increases have significantly impacted the demands on
the general educator and have resulted in a critical need for new knowledge and skills.
Instruction in an inclusive classroom demands greater expertise and flexibility in
order to meet students' varying needs. The President's Commission on Excellence in
Special Education (U.S. Department of Education, 2002) insisted that a vast number of
general educators lack the necessary skills to teach students with disabilities, and further,
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view the instruction of such students as the responsibility of special education teachers.
Responding with needed training opportunities in a variety of ways to support inclusive
teachers and their development is vital to changing perceptions of competence and
increasing teachers' skill levels and actual classroom implementation. Moving beyond a
one-size-fits-all method to professional development is necessary if teachers are to
advance to the level of skill required to meet all student needs. Teachers must be prepared
and supported with the requisite knowledge and skills in order to fulfill accountability
mandates and most importantly, prepare students for future educational and job success.
Determining appropriate next steps is critical; research is clearly needed.
Teachers' self-efficacy beliefs need to be further investigated for their possible
impact on classroom practices relating to the use of instructional strategies, managing
behavior, and student engagement based on students' learning or behavioral challenges in
the classroom. Further, there is a need to examine differences in the classroom practices
of high self-efficacy teachers versus low self-efficacy teachers. Finally, the role of
professional development participation, delivery format, and subsequent follow-up
toward perceptions of skill implementation need to be examined.
The theoretical framework of this study rested on Bandura' s self-efficacy theory
emanating from his social cognitive theory. The stated hypothesis was that high selfefficacy teachers teaching in inclusive classrooms have participated in more training
deemed as critical to effective instruction in the inclusive setting (Buell et al., 1999) and
perceive themselves as having the capacity to implement newly developed knowledge
and skills in the classroom. Additionally, it was expected that teachers with high self-
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efficacy have participated in more job-embedded training and support and report such as
leading to skill implementation. Low self-efficacy teachers were expected to have
participated in fewer training opportunities related to critical factors in inclusive
education and report lower implementation levels. These teachers were also expected to
report greater participation in traditional professional development and less involvement
in job-embedded support.
Significance of the Study
Although substantial research has been conducted on the importance and
characteristics of effective professional development, as well as general education
teachers' perceived skill needs, attitudes, and the sense of self-efficacy related to
inclusive practice, several gaps exist in the research. Little research has been conducted
on the impact of students' learning or behavioral challenges in the inclusive classroom
related to teachers' self-efficacy beliefs. It is unclear to what extent teachers' perceptions
differ regarding adapting instruction, managing behavior, and student engagement based
on students' learning or behavioral challenges. Questions also remain regarding the
impact of teachers' self-efficacy levels on classroom practice. It is unclear if significant
differences occur between high and low self-efficacy teachers as few observations have
occurred in self-efficacy studies (Wheatley, 2005). Lastly, a dearth of research exists
regarding the impact of professional development opportunities and formats on perceived
skill implementation. Questions exist concerning professional development participation,
delivery format, perceived follow-up and actual implementation in the classroom.
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Research Questions
The following questions were studied to determine inclusive teachers' perceptions
regarding their sense of preparedness and professional development needs:
1. To what extent do self-efficacy beliefs differ among general education teachers in
elementary inclusive settings based on rEP-identified students' learning or
behavioral challenges in the current classroom?
a) Do self-efficacy beliefs relating to adapting instruction differ significantly
based on IEP-identified students' learning or behavioral challenges?
b) Do self-efficacy beliefs relating to managing behavior differ significantly
based on IEP-identified students' learning or behavioral challenges?
c) Do self-efficacy beliefs relating to student engagement differ significantly
based on rEP-identified students' learning or behavioral challenges?
2. Do high self-efficacy teachers differ significantly from low self-efficacy teachers in
their behavior in the classroom?
a) Do high self-efficacy teachers demonstrate significantly different instructional
strategies in the classroom through more student-centered and less teachercentered instruction as compared to low self-efficacy teachers?
b) Do high self-efficacy teachers maintain greater student engagement in the
classroom as compared to low self-efficacy teachers?
c) Do high self-efficacy teachers experience fewer behavioral events in the
classroom?
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3. What skill and knowledge areas undergirding inclusive education receive follow-up
and are implemented in the general education inclusion classrooms as reported by
the study participants from professional development opportunities or formats?
a) What skill and knowledge areas have the general education teachers in this
study participated in?
b) What was the professional development delivery format?
c) What level of subsequent follow-up was provided?
d) What do teachers report concerning their level of implementation in their
classrooms?
Definitions of Key Terms
Adapting instruction is an educational process focused on manipulating the conditions,

classroom demands, and materials of learning to match individual learner
differences (Friend & Bursuck, 2006; Glatthom, Boschee, & Whitehead, 2006).
Behavioral challenges (IEP identified) are behavioral or emotional responses which

differ significantly from appropriate age or cultural norms to the extent that they
negatively influence educational performance (Friend, 2008). Such behavioral
responses have been diagnosed and classified under Special Education. These
may include such distinctions as Attention Deficit Disorder under Other Health
Impaired, Autism, and Emotional Disturbance.
Inclusion is defined differently according to the extent of participation in the general

education setting. Educators frequently debate whether inclusion refers to full,
partial, or supported inclusion. In broad terms, inclusion refers to the integration
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of students with disabilities with students without disabilities in the same settings
(Huefner, 2006). More specifically, inclusion refers to the provision of services to
students with disabilities in neighborhood schools, in age-appropriate regular
education classrooms, with the necessary supplemental supports and services to
the greatest extent appropriate while ensuring FAPE is provided (Williamson et

al., 2006).
Job-embedded professional development is an innovative way to provide professional

learning opportunities through daily work activities. These activities involve a
focus on learning by doing, followed by reflecting on the experience producing
new learning and insights. New learning supports personal growth as well as
collegial growth. Such activities include study groups, action research, coaching,
and collegial observations (Wood & McQuarrie, 1999).
Learning challenges (IEP identified) are specific learning problems affecting such areas

as speech, reading, writing, and mathematics which have been diagnosed and
classified under Special Education (Sousa, 2007). These may include such
distinctions as Learning Disabilities, Mental Retardation, Developmentally
Delays, and Autism.
Least Restrictive Environment (LRE) is the legal term related to special education

placement and is one of the principles outlined in the Individuals with Disabilities
Education Act. It refers to the educational setting most similar to that of one's
nondisabled peers in which a free and appropriate education (F APE) can be
provided for a formally identified special education student. The LRE is not
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necessarily the general education classroom, as it must be determined individually
for each student (Huefner, 2006).
Managing behavior refers to deliberate efforts to lead or redirect students to behave in

particular ways through planned prevention and redirection procedures (Charles,
2005). Prevention efforts include modifying contexts and the provision of
supports as a positive approach to deter challenging behaviors (Jackson &
Panyan, 2002).
Professional development is a broad term that may refer to a variety of education,

training, and development opportunities with the goal of increasing the
knowledge and skills ofstaffmembers (Bouffard & Little, 2004).
Self-efficacy refers to the beliefs one has in personal capabilities to organize and carry out

the actions required to handle probable tasks or situations. These beliefs influence
how one thinks, feels, and acts, and impact one's motivation, perseverance, and
resilience (Bandura, 1995).
Student-centered instruction involves learning through interaction by participation in

activities and experiences that allow learners to construct personal knowledge and
understanding (Kilgore, 2003).
Student engagement is a vital and well-documented predictor of academic success. It

refers to the behavioral, cognitive, affective, and social involvement of students in
instructional activities with peers and teachers (Lutz, Guthrie, & Davis, 2006).
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Teacher behavior refers to regular practices in the classroom as well as the consistent use
of knowledge and skills (Killion, 2002). Teacher behavior encompasses actions
and reactions through verbal and nonverbal cues; and such communicate a variety
of intended and unintended messages (Marzano, 2007).

Teacher-centered instruction is primarily viewed as a lecture-based delivery model where
the intended class materials to be mastered are presented in digestible chunks. The
teacher acts as a transmitter of information to be learned (Kilgore, 2003).

Traditional professional development is a structured approach to teacher development
that occurs outside the classroom and is typically led by a presenter or trainer with
special expertise. Participants typically attend sessions at scheduled times.
Traditional forms include: workshops, conferences, institutes, and courses (Garet,
Porter, Desimone, Birman, & Yoon, 2001).
Delimitations of the Study
A delimitation of this study was its confinement to one largely rural school
division in southeast Virginia. Another delimitation was its focus on elementary
classroom teachers who currently teach in inclusive settings or have done so previously.
The final delimitation was its confinement to teacher beliefs regarding teaching students
with learning and/or behavioral challenges.
Limitations of the Study
The study was made up of a convenience sample involving seven elementary
schools from a district in which the researcher has provided a degree of technical
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assistance in training building-level inclusion teams as well as Instructional Consultation
teams. Additionally, survey methodology was used as a large part of the study; therefore
the survey response rate was also a limitation, although several methods were used to
increase participants' response rate. An additional limitation was the fact that teachers
were to respond based on their perceptions to teacher belief statements and professional
development experiences and skill implementation. Also, the follow-up method of
classroom observation in selected teachers' classrooms, based on self-efficacy scoring
criteria, was one snapshot in time and based on a short duration observation. Finally, the
follow-up interview was limited to teachers' perceptions and their ability to articulate
their views (Creswell, 2003). Data were limited through the use of volunteers stating their
willingness to participate. Due to the narrowness of the sample, the reader should use
care in making generalizations.
Major Assumptions
Throughout this study, the following major assumptions were held:
1. Teachers completing the survey instrument will be elementary (K-5) general
education classroom teachers who are currently teaching or have previously
taught students with disabilities for at least a portion of the day.
2. Teachers will respond honestly to all sections of the survey instrument,
including background information, the Teacher Sense of Self-Efficacy Scale
(Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001), Teaching Students with
Disabilities in the Inclusive Classroom, and lastly, Professional Development
and the Inclusive Classroom.
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3. The teachers completing the survey instrument will be representative of the
teachers in the sample district.
4. The survey instrument to be used will provide reliable and valid data.
5. The classroom observation data collection tools for student engagement,
behavioral events, and instructional strategies, to be used with selected
teachers, will provide reliable and valid data.
6. Selected teachers participating in a follow-up interview on a classroom
observation will respond honestly to structured interview questions.

CHAPTER II: REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
This review was developed through a comprehensive search of the literature
pertinent to the topic through several electronic and database sources including
Dissertation Abstracts, ERIC, Google Scholar, JSTOR, and Education Research
Complete (Fraenkel & Wallen, 2006). For the purposes of this review, the terms
professional development and staff development were used interchangeably.
Introduction
The research base on inclusion is relatively small, and mixed results have been
reported in the literature (Guetzloe, 1999; McLeskey, 1999; Moore et al., 1998; Mungai
& Thornburg, 2002; Price et al., 2000-2001; Salend & Duhaney, 1999; Williamson et al.,

2006). Research purporting the benefits of general education placements versus the selfefficacy of pull-out has been used to support or oppose the traditional special education
model (Hagan-Burke & Jefferson, 2002; Kavale & Forness, 2000; Volonino & Zigmond,
2007). Determining the effects of inclusion has been challenging due to the variety of
research methods that have been utilized and the varying definitions of inclusion as well
as implementation differences from location to location (Burstein et al., 2004; Guetzloe,
1999; Hines, 2001; Osgood, 2005; Price et al., 2000-2001; Rea et al., 2002). Importantly,
a number of studies in the literature have indicated that the location is not the critical
factor in students' academic and social success. Instead, the quality of the instruction and
the classroom environment have been found to have far greater impact (McLaughlin,
2009; Slavin & Madden, 1989).
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This section of the literature review briefly provides the foundation to inclusion,
focuses on the importance of teachers' attitudes and beliefs in regards to inclusive
teaching, and highlights current trends in inclusive practice.
Overview of the Foundation to Inclusion Movement
Prior to P.L. 94-142, only about one out of five children with disabilities were
afforded a public education (U.S. Department. of Education, 2002). Typically, students
with disabilities were denied physical access to general education (Little & Houston,
2003). Before the advent of the historic law, more than one million children were denied
a public education while 3.5 million received far less than appropriate services (U.S.
Department. ofEducation, 2002).
Historically, special education developed in the public school system as a
specialized program apart from general education; typically, this occurred in what was
termed "special class" (Kavale & Forness, 2000; Sailor & Roger, 2005; Stein et al.,
1989). This environment was considered advantageous due to numerous characteristics:
low teacher-student ratio, specifically trained teachers, increased individualized
instruction in a homogeneous setting, and high emphasis on social and vocational goals
(Stein et al., 1989; Williamson et al., 2006).
Despite the myriad of conceived advantages, researchers and educators noted
several significant drawbacks to separate settings. An important concern was the
significant loss of instructional time as students traveled to and from resource rooms and
other specialized learning environments (Peterson & Hittie, 2003; Slavin & Madden,
1989). Also noted was the lack of coordination between special and general educators
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concerning classroom instruction and the compensatory approaches or practices used in
an alternative setting. Frequently, little or no impact was seen on students' grade level
expected work in the general classroom setting following substantial time in a support
setting (Slavin & Madden, 1989). Parents and educators began to question the
effectiveness ofthe basically separate educational system in the 1980s. Such questions
led to the calls for special education reform.
Madeline Will, in her role as assistive secretary of the Office of Special Education
and Rehabilitative Services, formally introduced the Regular Education Initiative (REI)
in 1986 in response to calls for special education reform. Will argued that four obstacles
created as unintended side effects to specialized educational programs impeded the
progress of students with mild learning difficulties. These included: a fragmented system
for identification for services, a dual system creating duplication and isolation, the issue
of stigmatization, and the fixation on rules and eligibility procedures presented school
officials as uncooperative and unwilling to help (Hagan-Burke & Jefferson, 2002). This
REI initiative called for general and special educators to work together to assume
responsibility for the education of students with disabilities and to promote the placement
of special education students into the least restrictive learning environments, (Lenz et al.,
2004; Osgood, 2005; Peterson & Hittie, 2003).
The REI stumbled under the pressure for clear results. The initiative struggled
under dichotomous camps as many questioned the lack of empirical evidence
demonstrating the benefits for students with disabilities in general education settings over
special classes. The debates hinged largely on ideological arguments (Hagan-Burke &
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Jefferson, 2002; Kavale & Forness, 2000). Presently, many aspects of the REI debates
persist.
Although students with disabilities have been integrated in neighborhood school
settings for more than 30 years, the debate about the appropriateness of the general
education classroom remains contentious (Kavale & Forness, 2000; Lenz et al., 2004;
McLeskey et al., 1999; Osgood, 2005; Price et al., 2000-2001; Salend & Duhaney, 1999).
Various groups and organizations hold strong positions regarding the inclusion placement
option. Many strong proponents of inclusion adamantly proclaim all students belong with
their same age nondisabled peers all the time. At the same time, equally strong opponents
of this all-inclusive movement assert the necessity for a continuum of placement options
in order to assure a legally sound and an appropriate education for each and every student
(Guetzloe, 1999; Kavale & Forness, 2000; Osgood, 2005; Price et al., 2000-2001).
General Education Teacher Beliefs and Attitudes Regarding Inclusion
Researchers have long recognized the importance of general education teachers'
attitudes in determining the success or failure of a reform as complex and challenging as
inclusion (Avramidis & Norwich, 2002; Burstein et al., 2004; deBettencourt, 1999;
Diken, 2006; Elhoweris & Alsheikh, 2006; Kavale & Forness, 2000; Lifshitz, Glaubman,
& Issawi, 2004; Romi & Leyser, 2006; Salend & Duhaney, 1999; Soodak et al., 1998;
Wilkins & Nietfeld, 2004). Similar research has indicated that the willingness to include
students with disabilities and the level of support teachers have toward inclusion
significantly influences the effort expended in its implementation. Thus, teacher attitudes
are clearly connected to teacher effort. However, supporting the concept of inclusion does

Self-efficacy Beliefs and Inclusive Classrooms 30
not necessarily equate to a willingness to take on the challenge of actually teaching in an
inclusive classroom. Likewise, in work specifically targeted to moving schools toward
more inclusive practice over twelve years, McLeskey and Waldron (2000) concluded, far
more teachers support the notion of inclusion than are willing to teach in an inclusive
classroom.
Teachers' responses regarding inclusion are shaped by a multitude of variables
and evolve over time. Some of these include: the level of success teachers experience in
implementing inclusion, across student characteristics, the availability of various
supports, and training received (Buell et al., 1999; Elhoweris & Alsheikh, 2006; Lifshitz
et al., 2004; Podell & Toumaki, 2007; Salend & Duhaney, 1999; Soodak et al., 1998).
The greater experience teachers have in integrating students with disabilities, the more
positive their attitudes become (DeSimone & Parmar, 2006; Elhoweris & Alsheikh,
2006). In a comparison study involving 78 experienced teachers in inclusive practices
and 84 teachers who had not yet begun working in inclusive settings, McLesky, Waldron,
So, Swanson, and Loveland (as cited in DeSimone & Parmar, 2006) reported significant
differences in teacher attitudes. Inexperienced teachers showed greater negativity
regarding school readiness, availability of resources, academic benefits to students, and
collaborative work with special educators.
In an effort to summarize and assess general educators' attitudes and willingness
in teach in inclusive settings, Scruggs and Mastropieri (1996) conducted a quantitative
research synthesis on 28 investigations surveying perceptions of approximately 10,000
educators regarding including students with disabilities. The selected 28 reports meeting
criteria were published between 1958 and 1995 and included personnel from urban,

Self-efficacy Beliefs and Inclusive Classrooms 31
suburban, and rural school districts. Overall, two-thirds of general educators indicated
support for the concept of inclusion. However, when queried about their willingness to
teach students with disabilities in their own class, a slight majority indicated such
willingness. Responses suggested concern with disability conditions and increased
responsibilities on the part of the teacher.
In a similar synthesis design, Avramidis and Norwich (2002) reviewed
international studies, however, focused on students with significant and complex needs,
rather than the far wider percentage of students identified with mild or moderate
disabilities. Avramidis and Norwich concluded that although teachers were positive
toward the general philosophy of inclusion, teacher attitudes were significantly
influenced by the nature and severity of the disabling condition and related educational
needs. Disability conditions and the level of student need are important teacher concerns.
Similarly, Soodak, Podell, and Lehman reported in their 1998 study that teachers
view academic and behavior disorders as more challenging than social or physical
disabilities. General education teachers often believe that the general education setting is
not appropriate for students with emotional or behavior disorders. Teacher attitudes
toward students with emotional/behavior disorders have been reported as more negative
than any other disability category (Guetzloe, 1999; Romi & Leyser, 2006). Students with
behavior concerns are referred more frequently to special education and are held more
responsible for their behavior (Podell & Tournaki, 2007). At the same time, researchers
have noted that teachers tend to make limited accommodations and demonstrate a paucity
of bona fide change in tasks, materials, and teaching formats for such students (Baker,
2005; Sutherland, Lewis-Palmer, Stichter, & Morgan, 2008).
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In further work related to the impact of disability conditions, Lifshitz et al. (2004)
conducted a study to examine the effects of an intervention on 258 Israeli and Palestinian
teachers' sense of self-efficacy and attitudes toward inclusion of students with six types
of disabilities. The disabilities types included: physical handicap, sensory deficit,
emotional/behavioral disorders, mental retardation, and learning disabilities. Teacher
attitudes and the sense of self-efficacy were examined with the Regular Education
Initiative Questionnaire developed by Phillips and modified by Gemmel-Crosby and
Hanzlik. This questionnaire used a 5-point Likert scale and focused on teachers'
willingness to include a student with a disability in the general education setting. The
intervention involved 28 hours of training, related to three attitude components:
cognitive, attitudes and motivation, and behavioral, using methods such as workshops,
movies, and group discussions. The intervention improved attitudes for all disability
areas; however, overall teachers continued to display greater negative attitudes toward
inclusion of students with moderate/severe learning disabilities, emotional disturbance,
and mild mental retardation. The most positive attitudes were towards physically disabled
students.
Clearly, teacher attitudes are influenced by disability conditions. As research has
indicated, teacher attitudes evolve. Therefore, considering appropriate supports, training
needs, and structuring early levels of success in integrating experiences are critical
concerns. If teachers are to implement appropriate teaching for students with disabilities,
especially as inclusive practice moves closer to standard practice, much more is needed
than simple support ofthe notion of inclusion.
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Current Trends in Inclusive Practice
The practice of including students with disabilities in the general education
classroom has increased steadily over the past 15 years (Brown et al., 2008; Burstein,
2004; Rea et al., 2002). In a recent report on the disability distribution of students
receiving special education and related services, the U.S. Department of Education
(2007) reported that in 2003, the largest disability category was specific learning
disabilities [SLD] (47.4%) for students ages 6-21. Mental retardation [MR] was the third
highest category (9.6%) and was followed closely by emotional disturbance [ED] (8.0%).
Autism was considerably lower in the distribution (2.3%); however, from 1993 to 2003,
the percentage of the population receiving special education for autism for ages 6-21 has
increased from 0.03 percent to 0.21 percent (U.S Dept. ofEducation, 2007). The steady
increases point to the high probability that the majority of general education teachers will
be instructing one or more students with SLD, ED, MR, and/or Autism in the near future.
Currently, all but 1 percent of secondary students with disabilities participate in
academic courses in mathematics, social studies, science, and language arts. This
participation level has grown considerably since the original National Longitudinal
Transition Study was conducted between 1984 and 1993 (Knokey, 2006). On average,
general education courses constitute 60 percent of the course load that secondary students
with disabilities participate (Knokey, 2006). In recent Wave 2 findings from the National
Longitudinal Transition Study-2 (NL TS2), academic achievement comparisons between
students with disabilities and their peers in the general population reveal considerable
gaps in achievement in language arts, math, science, and social studies (Wagner,
Newman, Cameto, Levine, & Garza, 2006). Such data emphasize the critical importance
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of building general educators' competence in addressing students' needs in inclusive
settings. It is essential that general education teachers view themselves as capable of
meeting the students' needs within their classroom. Such beliefs of personal capability,
termed self-efficacy, are critically important to teachers' subsequent behaviors and
students' outcomes.
Self-Efficacy Beliefs
This section of the literature review will briefly provide the theoretical
background to self-efficacy research, focus on the influence and importance of selfefficacy beliefs, and finally, focus on the significance of self-efficacy beliefs on teachers'
practice.
Self-efficacy is a powerful motivational construct which functions anticipatorily
through the exercise of forethought (Bandura, 1986, 1995). Bandura, considered the
father of social cognitive theory, defined self-efficacy as personal beliefs relating to a
person's capabilities to learn or perform actions to a specified level of performance
(Bandura, 1977, 1986; Ellis, 2005). Such beliefs serve as determinants of how one
behaves, the choices made, personal thought patterns, as well as the emotional reactions
experienced in demanding situations (Bandura, 1986). It is important to distinguish selfefficacy from terms such as self-esteem and self- concept (Pajares & Schunk, 2001;
Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998). Bandura defined self-esteem as an evaluation of selfworth which hinges on how the culture regards the feature one holds and how aptly one's
behavior meshes with personal standards of worthiness (Bandura, 1986; Pajares, 2002).
Self-concept is an amalgamated view of oneself created through direct experience and
evaluations from people of personal influence (Bandura, 1986, 1997). Consequently, self-
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esteem and self-concept are connected with affective theory. In contrast, self-efficacy is
entrenched in cognitive theory (Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998).
Self-efficacy studies originated with a 2-item subset in an extensive RAND
questionnaire designed to explore teacher characteristics and student learning
(Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001; Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998). Using Rotter's work as
the theoretical base, the RAND researchers sought to evaluate teacher beliefs regarding
the control of the reinforcement of their actions as it was believed that student learning
and motivation functioned as the reinforcers of teacher action (Ashton & Webb, 1986;
Henson, 2001; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001; Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998).

Theoretical Background
Self-efficacy research has primarily been anchored within Rotter's Lotus of
Control and Bandura's Social Cognitive Theory (Labone, 2004). However, the
foundation of self-efficacy is considered as based on Bandura' s social cognitive theory
(Henson, 2001).

Social Learning Theory. Rotter (1966), considered the originator of social
learning theory, maintained that an individual could not be viewed apart from his
environment. His theoretical base for self-efficacy was the extent that teachers believed
they could control the reinforcement oftheir actions (Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998). He
believed an individual's perception regarding the causal relationship between one's
behavior and the reward determines its effect (Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998). Rotter
believed that individuals were influenced by the person (internal) and the environment
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(external). He viewed internal influence as perceived contingent upon one's actions while
external influence is perceived outside one's control and thus, unpredictable.

Social Cognitive Theory. Bandura (1986, 2001, 2002), the father of social
cognitive theory, believed that cognitive processes work to impose determinative
influence on adaptation and change through self-enhancing or self-hindering beliefs. He
maintained that through self-reflection individuals evaluate their personal experiences
and thought processes (Bandura, 1986; Pajares, 2002). Further, through self-reflection
and self-influence, individuals function synchronously as agent and object (Bandura,
1997). Therefore, individuals operate as both producers and products of their
environments and social systems (Bandura, 1997; Pajares, 2002).
He argued that all humans are capable of intentional pursuits or self-regulation
toward a course of action. Further, he insisted that a reciprocal causation exists in three
related forces: environmental influences, personal behavior, and individual internal
factors such as cognitive, emotional, and physical processes (Bandura, 1986, 1995, 1997;
Henson, 2001; Hoy & Spero, 2005; Pajares, 2002; Pajares & Schunk, 2001; TschannenMoran & Hoy, 2007). Bandura believed that this triadic causation influences beliefs
about oneself, the choices made, and the actions taken; however, the interacting
determinants do not impose equal strength. He maintained that the strength of each
influence will vary according to the activity and circumstances (Bandura, 1997).
Information is processed and synthesized from chains of events over extended periods of
time concerning situational circumstances and the rates and patterns of actions required to
achieve given outcomes (Bandura, 1977). Thus, behavior is not controlled by its
immediate consequences; rather it is linked to outcomes at the level of aggregate
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consequences (Bandura, 1977, 1997). Through the self-regulation of motivation and
outcome expectations people determine which challenges to undertake, how much effort
to expend, and how long they persevere (Bandura, 1986, 1997, 2001; Pajares, 2002).

Self-Efficacy Theory. Bandura defined self-efficacy as an assessment of one's
capabilities to attain the desired outcomes relating to an endeavor ( 1977, 1993 ). He
maintained that self-efficacy beliefs were self-referent and linked to perceived abilities
within particular tasks (Ashton & Webb, 1986; Henson, 2001; Pajares, 2002). Bandura
believed that personal self-perceptions regarding one's capabilities more aptly predict
subsequent behavior than actual competence (Bandura, 1986, 1995, 1997; Pajares, 2002).
However, people typically overestimate or underestimate their level of competence
(Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998). Bandura maintained that as a rule, slightly
overestimating one's actual capabilities positively influences performance (Bandura,
1986, 1995; Hoy & Spero, 2005). Results from research have supported the importance
of self-efficacy beliefs on later accomplishments (Sparks, 2002). Bandura concluded that
competent functioning will be achieved through both effective skills and self-efficacy
beliefs of capability (Bandura, 1986; Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998).
Bandura believed that self-efficacy beliefs are derived from four sources: mastery
experiences which have been interpreted from one's previous performances, vicarious
experiences by observing others perform a task, verbal persuasion, and lastly, via one's
physiological state (Bandura, 1993, 1994, 1995, 1997; Henson, 2001; Hoy & Spero,
2005; Labone, 2004; Pajares, 2002; Sparks, 2002; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2007;
Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998 ). Bandura believed that mastery experiences result in the
most powerful source of self-efficacy information as such experiences provide authentic
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evidence of one's capability in specific situation (Bandura, 1977, 1986, 1994, 1997;
Henson, 2001; Hoy & Spero, 2005; Labone, 2004; Pajares, 2002; Tschannen-Moran et
al., 1998). The other three sources provide varying levels of influence.
Vicarious experience or modeling may also influence the development of personal
self-efficacy beliefs under specific conditions (Henson, 2001; Hoy & Spero, 2005;
Labone, 2004). The greater the sense of similarity, the more persuasive the models'
successes (or failures) become (Bandura, 1994, 1995; Hoy & Spero, 2005). These
experiences can include: observations of others' performances as well as self-modeling
by which the observer studies his own engagement in tasks and behaviors. Verbal
persuasion, offered through such means as general or specific suggestions or
exhortations, is recognized as limited in its sole contribution to enhancing self-efficacy
beliefs (Bandura, 1977, 1995, 1997; Labone, 2004). It is considered more difficult to
inspire positive self-efficacy beliefs through social persuasion alone than it is to
undermine (Bandura, 1994). Lastly, physiological or somatic influence is used as people
interpret their stress reactions and tension and weigh their vulnerability to poor
performance. Reducing stress reactions and altering negative emotional proclivities work
to reduce a negative physiological state (Bandura, 1977, 1995). However, how reactions
are perceived and interpreted are more important than the overall emotional or physical
reaction (Bandura, 1994).
The self-efficacy information realized from any source does not frame personal
self-efficacy beliefs per se. Rather, self-efficacy information becomes instructive
following cognitive processing of such information as only through the selection,
weighting, and integration do self-efficacy judgments occur (Bandura, 1977, 1986, 1995;
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Labone, 2004). Bandura (1997) argued that self-efficacy beliefs are most in flux early in
one's development and once established are difficult to change. He maintained that
compelling feedback is needed to forcefully disrupt existing beliefs in one's capabilities.
The importance of sources of beliefs and probable change in self-efficacy beliefs
are keen concerns. Beyond sources of self-efficacy, task considerations and context are
essential to self-efficacy beliefs (Bandura, 1997; Pajares, 2002). Bandura (1997) argued
that self-efficacy beliefs are not constant across situations or task demands.
Self-efficacy beliefs and Influence on Teacher Practice
Teacher self-efficacy encompasses an analysis of one's competence while
simultaneously considering the task relative to resources and constraints within particular
teaching contexts (Bandura, 1994; Friedman & Kass, 2002; Tschannen-Moran et al.,
1998). A significant array of studies has demonstrated that teaching practices are
influenced by teachers' beliefs, and such beliefs are developed early in the teaching
career and are difficult to change once established (Bandura, 1994; DeSimone & Parmar,
2004; Hoy & Spero, 2005; Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998). Tschannen-Moran and
Woolfolk Hoy (2007) argued that self-efficacy beliefs are anticipatory in nature as they
provide an expectation of performance based on past performance. Therefore, teachers'
self-efficacy beliefs may underestimate, overestimate, or actually mirror genuine teaching
effectiveness (Wheatley, 2005).
Teacher self-efficacy beliefs are profoundly connected with both the contextual
situation and the task demands. Context is a critical consideration in self-efficacy beliefs
as examination of the teaching task and its anticipated difficulty occurs primarily within a
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specific structure (Brownell & Pajares, 1999; Labone, 2004; Tschannen-Moran et al.,
1998). It is understood that teachers do not feel the same level of self-efficacy in all
situations as self-efficacy beliefs are likely task-specific and context-specific (Chan,
2008). The importance of contextual factors was examined in a study conducted by
Raudenbush, Rowan, and Cheong (1992). The researchers examined teachers' selfefficacy levels for intra- and inter-teacher variations related to differences across
contextual situations. Academic high school teachers from 16 urban schools completed
surveys related to their perceptions of self-efficacy for each of class taught and reported
various class characteristics. A total of 315 teachers provided data concerning
approximately 1,258 classes. Results indicated that teachers tended to feel more
efficacious when instructing high track students; however, when student engagement was
controlled the effects of self-efficacy were significantly reduced. Approximately 44% of
the total variance in perceived self-efficacy was intra-teacher variation. Inter-teacher
variation was most related to the organizational environment. The researchers suggested
that teachers may be challenged when instructing low-performing classes.
The importance of teacher self-beliefs has been reported in a multitude of studies.
Rosenholtz, in her seminal work on school culture with 78 schools in Tennessee, found
that teacher certainty and teacher commitment were interdependent and led to increased
motivation in learning-enriched schools (Pullan, 2007). Chan (2008) described numerous
self-efficacy connections in his search of the literature; these high self-efficacy
associations include: greater enthusiasm and commitment to teaching, increased openness
to new ideas and willingness to adopt teaching innovations to more adequately address
student needs, use of more hands-on teaching methods and less whole-class teacher-
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directed instruction, and finally, use of a more humanistic classroom management
orientation. Moreover, various studies have linked self-efficacy beliefs to a variety of
teacher classroom behaviors that impact teacher effort and persistence when tackling
difficult student situations (Ashton & Webb, 1986; Bandura, 1993; Diken, 2006; Romi &
Leyser, 2006; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2007; Wheatley, 2002).
Challenging student needs frequently create teacher stress and uncertainty; thus,
such needs can impact teachers' personal beliefs. Significant studies have investigated the
relationship between teachers' self-efficacy beliefs and challenging student needs. Meijer
and Foster (1988) investigated the relationships between teacher characteristics and
ratings of problem behavior and tendencies to refer students to special education. A total
of241 second grade teachers were given case studies and asked to rate ifthe proposed
student would present a difficulty regarding providing appropriate education and to
indicate their likelihood of referring the student for special education. Results indicated
that teacher self-efficacy was a significant predictor of problem rating and referral
likelihood. High self-efficacy scores were related to lower problem rank:ings and fewer
suggested referrals. The researchers suggested that teachers may hold different selfefficacy beliefs for students with varying types of problems. In similar work, Soodak and
Podell (1993) examined the relation between teacher self-efficacy level, student concern,
and referral assessment. General and special educators (N= 192) from metropolitan New
York responded to three case studies depicting a hypothetical male student. Teachers
indicated their agreement with the current general education class placement and the
degree to which they concurred with the decision to refer to special education. Results
indicated that self-efficacy beliefs had a significant influence on judgments relating to the
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appropriateness of the general education setting. General educators with high selfefficacy were more likely to perceive the general setting as appropriate than general
educators with low self-efficacy. In a comparable study, Podell and Soodak (1993) found
that teachers' referral decisions were related to teacher self-efficacy. However, in an
extension to previous work, referral decisions were also found to be biased by students'
socioeconomic status.
Teachers' self-efficacy beliefs influence perceptions of students' success. Such
perceptions are important as they impact teachers' subsequent behaviors and student
expectations. Tournaki and Podell (2005) examined the relationship between 384 general
education teachers' sense of self-efficacy and predictions of student success (PSS) as
impacted by gender, behavior, attentiveness, and reading achievement using manipulated
case studies and follow up PSS as well as the Gibson and Dembo measure of teacher selfefficacy. Results revealed that teachers alter their predictions of success based on
students' characteristics and based on their own sense of self-efficacy. Teachers with
high self-efficacy tended to adjust their predictions on the characteristics, and possibly,
needs of their students. Low self-efficacy teachers tended to focus on a single
characteristic and, following an addition, the predictions tended to remain constant.
The context of inclusion, with its understood demanding conditions, frequently
elevates teacher doubt, and therefore, creates the challenge to personal capacity beliefs.
Several noteworthy studies have examined self-efficacy beliefs in conjunction with
inclusive teaching. Soodak et al. (1998) examined general education teachers' responses
to inclusion through the study of teacher, student, and school factors. Adjective pairs
were used to examine teachers' disability beliefs. Results indicated that teachers with low
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self-efficacy who perceived limited collaboration opportunities were more hostile to
inclusion than teachers who believe they have frequent opportunities for collaboration,
regardless of their self-efficacy level. Results indicated that teachers were more hostile to
students with mental retardation, learning disabilities, or behavior disorders and were
more receptive to students with a physical disability. Soodak et al. maintained that the
disaggregation of teacher responses by disability categories is critical to future inclusion
support.
Inclusion involving students with behavior and learning difficulties present higher
levels of challenge to general educators charged with their instruction. Several studies
have examined general educators' self-efficacy involving behavior management and
instruction. Baker (2005) examined 345 teachers' self-efficacy beliefs regarding general
classroom management skills and readiness to implement differentiated behavior
management techniques, using a stratified random cluster design. Data were collected
with several instruments: Teacher Readiness Scale for Managing Challenging Classroom
Behaviors, Teacher Interpersonal Self-Efficacy Scale, and modified readiness instrument

partially related to management. An overall response rate of 39% was obtained from a
sample in central Ohio using elementary and secondary teachers. Elementary teachers
reported being more prepared to manage challenging behaviors and more willing to
support varying management needs. A significant correlation appeared between
perceived self-efficacy for classroom management and teacher readiness for managing
challenging behaviors. A comparison of teacher responses classified as low versus high
self-efficacy (based on one standard deviation below the mean) was conducted for means
of ability, willingness, and readiness. Results indicated that teachers with low self-
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efficacy felt significantly less able and were less willing to implement specialized
techniques than teachers with high self-efficacy. A similar significant difference was
found in teachers' readiness. The results suggest that as teachers' perceived self-efficacy
increases, so does their ability, willingness, and readiness for managing challenging
behaviors.
Another notable study related to inclusive teachers' self-efficacy levels
challenged by behavior management and instructional demands focused on perceptions of
pre-service and inservice preparation. Brownell and Pajares (1999) examined the
relationships between general education teachers' self-efficacy beliefs related to
instruction and management with students with learning and behavior difficulties and
their perceptions relating to their pre-service and inservice preparation, sense of
collegiality with both general and special educators, as well as their success in teaching in
an inclusive classroom. A survey design was used with an instrument created by the
researchers, Working with Diverse Students: The General Educator's Perspective. The
sample yielded 128 surveys producing a 64.3% response rate. A path analysis was used to
examine direct and indirect effects between variables. The analysis revealed that teacher
self-efficacy had a direct influence on teachers' perceptions of success in teaching
students with disabilities. Teacher self-efficacy was also found to influence perceptions
related to the quality of pre-service preparation. The quality of inservice preparation was
found to influence collegiality with special education teachers. The researchers suggested
that teachers who report perceptions of success in teaching students with learning and
behavior difficulties may be more willing to include students with disabilities in their
classrooms than teachers who report lower perceptions of success.
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Through extensive research, teachers' self-efficacy levels have been found to
significantly impact teacher behaviors. Considerable research has indicated that high selfefficacy teachers show more openness to new ideas, are more motivated, will persist
longer, and are less custodial in their approach to classroom management. High selfefficacy teachers have been presented as most desirable. In a contradictory view,
Wheatley (2005) presented an argument in support of teacher doubt. He insisted that
teacher doubt is critical for teacher reflection and creates the impetus for learning. He
maintained that strong teacher confidence may result in little need for teachers to reflect.
In contrast, teachers experiencing doubts regarding their personal self-efficacy may
harbor guilt, and in turn, this can increase motivation to learn and improve. Teachers who
believe student outcomes can be modified through teaching and believe in their ability to
learn, are more apt to reflect and learn through their doubts (Wheatley, 2002).
Professional Development
This section of the literature review focuses on the role of professional
development and its critical influence on teacher change. In addition, this section of the
review focuses on significant research as well as professional consensus regarding
effective professional development practices and attributes of traditional and jobembedded development. Finally, this section focuses on the role of professional
development in supporting inclusive teachers' professional needs regarding students with
disabilities.
Professional development is recognized in educational consensus as a key means
toward improving student achievement and classroom instruction (Choy et al., 2006;
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Desimone et al., 2002; Dyke & Tapogna, 2008; Hawley & Valli, 2000; Joyce & Showers,
2002; Lowden, 2005; Yoon et al., 2007). However, it is acknowledged that little
substantive research has explicitly linked professional development to improving
teaching and student outcomes; thus the need for research studies to explore various types
of professional development activities over time (Guskey, 2000; InPraxis, 2006; Lowden,
2005). Nevertheless, the significance of teacher development can be viewed in the plans
of any modern major reform effort as it is highlighted as a principal element to promote
change (Choy et al., 2006; Garet et al., 2008; Guskey, 2000; InPraxis, 2006; Lowden,
2005).
Over the past 15 years, researchers have questioned the lack of focus, intensity,
and support within traditional forms of professional development against what is needed
to change teachers' classroom practice (Choy et al., 2006; Joyce & Showers, 2002). Over
time, numerous school districts have moved to augment teacher training programs.
Rather than simply offering lecture-based presentations, more attention has been directed
to building understanding, participant action, and reflection (Lieberman & Miller, 1999).
Significant research on training design published by Joyce and Showers in the early
1980s prompted reflection related to training outcomes. The establishment of outcomes
was believed to impact the selection of successful training components and strategies
(Joyce & Showers, 2002).
Decades of research on effective professional development practices have
identified four areas of significant impact on instruction and these have become part of
the educational consensus. These include: focus on content knowledge, coherence
(between such areas as previous learning, alignment to state and district standards, and
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assessment), collective participation, and contact hours (American Research Association,
2005; Desimone et al., 2002).

Professional Development and Teacher Change
Historically, professional development was typically provided through large
group workshop-type settings where an outside expert delivered training on an adopted
pedagogy on a designated in-service day (Choy et al., 2006; Diaz-Maggioli, 2004;
Guskey, 2000; InPraxis, 2006; Wilson & Berne, 1999). Teachers were expected to
implement such training, often referred as "sit and get," the next day back in the
classroom (Dana & Yendol-Hoppey, 2008). Over time, a gradual shift from one-shot,
discrete events structured in knowledge transmission to participant-centered supported
with ongoing knowledge development emerged (Diaz-Maggioli, 2004; Kerka, 2003).
Scholars have called for new approaches for professional development as it has
become evident that a single view is not meaningful and is no longer appropriate (DiazMaggioli, 2004; InPraxis, 2006; Lieberman & Miller, 1999). Dana and Yendol-Hoppey
(2008) have outlined three types of teacher knowledge relative to teacher practice and
best supported with specific professional development activities; these include:
knowledge for practice, knowledge in practice, and knowledge ofpractice. Knowledge

for practice is viewed as best aligned with traditional professional development practices
when a trainer imparts information from research to teachers. This knowledge presumes a
level of correctness concerning specific teaching practices and provides for generic
learning dilemmas; however, it provides little support towards implementation within a
teacher's specific context. Knowing in practice acknowledges teachers' practical
knowledge and its importance in improving teacher practice. This knowledge is

Self-efficacy Beliefs and Inclusive Classrooms 48
supported through teacher application in their daily work, reflection, and collaboration
with peers. Finally, knowledge of practice emphasizes the use of systematic inquiry to
study teachers' own knowledge and practice. Teachers create this type of knowledge by
raising their own questions and by engaging in teacher research related to their own
teaching practices. Dana and Yendol-Hoppey maintained that in order to support teacher
learning and facilitate real change, professional development activities must be aligned to
the knowledge source.
Hawley and Valli (2000) argued that new knowledge alone does not bring about
change. Teachers must experience various types of learning; therefore professional
development must engage teachers' beliefs, habits, and experiences. Similarly, Peery
(2004) argued for the need for change and proposed an inside-out model for staff
development to facilitate continuous learning and emphasize process over product. She
maintained that in order for professional development to lead to positive growth, it must
be meaningful; therefore, reflection, inquiry, skill demonstration, and collegial
networking are critical to facilitate reflection in action and on action. Likewise,
Lieberman and Miller (1999) insisted that teachers learn through collaborative
engagement as they share new learning and their struggles to reach all children and work
to expand their repertoire with peers. In related work, Marzano (2003) concluded the
importance of engaging teaching in meaningful staff development activities in a synthesis
of extant research over the previous 35 years on factors critical to student achievement.
Over the long history of public education, there have been a multitude of reforms;
some of these include: standardization, equity, minimum competency, mainstreaming,
and most recently, higher standards (Little, 2001; Little & Houston, 2003). Without
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specific efforts targeted on the necessary changes needed for students in a classroom,
reform efforts fail to improve student outcomes (Full an et al., 2006; Little, 2001;
McLeskey & Waldron, 2006; Sparks, 2002). Teacher- and school-based reforms have the
potential to change what and how students are taught (Pullan, 2007; Little, 2001; Little &
Houston, 2003). Successful movement through the change process demands coordinating
quality professional development to provide new and deeper levels ofknowledge and
practice based on teacher needs (Pullan et al., 2006; Hawley & Valli, 2000; Knight, 2007;
Lieberman & Miller, 1999; Zepeda, 2008). Thus, continuous teacher development is
essential to successful change, improvement, and reform (Borko et al., 2002; Lieberman
& Miller, 1999; Zepeda, 2008).
Transmitting change to the classroom is exceedingly difficult and the
sustainability of new instructional practice is generally low (Joyce & Showers, 2002;
Lieberman & Miller, 1999; Little & Houston, 2003). For years, research has shown that
traditional forms of professional development are far from effective; typically,
implementation levels resulting from such trainings result in a 10 percent implementation
rate (Knight, 2007). Joyce and Showers (as cited in Bellanca, 2009) reported in their
landmark study, conducted in 1983, that less than 10 percent of information relayed in
stand-and-deliver format only had any effect on actual learning in the classroom.
Educational consensus attests to the importance of incorporating long-term support and
viewing teachers as collaborators in the process of improvement as critical factors to
successful efforts to sustained implementation (Bellanca, 2009; Klingner, Ahwee,
Pilonieta, & Menendez, 2003; Weiss & Pasley, 2006).
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Effective professional development is a highly complex and comprehensive
process of change (Little & Houston, 2003). To alter teaching practices in meaningful
ways, teachers must move beyond learning new scientifically based instructional
practices and content; they must augment their current practice through effective
professional development to incorporate continued support (Joyce & Showers, 2002;
Little & Houston, 2003). A mammoth gap exists between professional development
targeted to effective teaching practices and actual implementation (Klingner et al., 2003).
Reeves (2006) described this as the knowing-doing gap. Professional development
potentially impacts student achievement in a three-rung process: 1) initially, teacher
knowledge and skills are enhanced; 2) subsequently, this heightened knowledge improves
classroom teaching; 3) thirdly, improved teaching elevates student achievement. Each

link is critical to impacting student achievement (Guskey, 2000; Yoon et al., 2007).
However, actual teacher implementation and consistent use are critical to enhanced
classroom instruction (Joyce & Showers, 2002).
Professional development has often been viewed as indispensable for novice
teachers, but has been seen as more discretionary for seasoned veterans. Effective teacher
preparation demands a career-long continuum of development (Diaz-Maggioli, 2004;
U.S. Department of Education, 2002; Zepeda, 2008). It requires systematic follow-up for
sustainability and continual opportunities for practice, rather than the one-shot
characterization oftraditional workshop training programs (Lieberman & Miller, 1999;
Wilson & Berne, 1999).
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National Staff Development Council Standards
The National Staff Development Council (NSDC) generated, and later
disseminated, important standards for high quality staff development (Joyce & Showers,
2002). The NSDC revised its 1995 groundbreaking standards in 2001. These standards
represent a framework for structuring the what, how, and situation in which staff
development should occur (Guskey, 2000; Joyce & Showers, 2002; NSDC, 2001). The
12 standards are organized within three domains: content, process, and context. Three
content standards focus on the requisite knowledge and skills required to ensure student
success: Equity, Quality Teaching, and Family Involvement. Six process standards
delineate the learning processes necessary for the acquisition of new knowledge and
skills: Data-driven, Evaluation, Research-based, Design, Learning, and Collaboration.
Finally, three context standards define the necessary structures for successful learning
and address the organization, system, and culture: Learning Communities, Leadership,
and Resources (NSCD, 2001).
Effective Professional Development
Effective professional development has obtained a shared vision over decades of
study. Loucks-Horsley, Stiles, and Hewson (1996) defined seven principles within the
best professional development experiences for science and mathematics educators in their
comprehensive overview of the research on professional development. These are
recognized in various content areas: driven by a clear, well-defined image of effective
classroom learning and teaching; provide teachers with opportunities to develop
knowledge and skills and broaden their teaching approaches in an effort to create better
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learning opportunities for students; use instructional methods to promote learning for
adults which mirror the methods to be used with students; build or strengthen the learning
community of science and mathematics teachers; prepare and support teachers in
leadership roles, consciously provide links to other parts of the educational system; and
lastly, include continuous assessments. In more recent work, Weiss and Pasley (2006)
argued that high quality professional development is grounded in research and clinical
knowledge of teaching and learning, aligned with school curriculum and assessments,
and focused on student learning in that context. Further, such development employs
existing teacher expertise to plan activities and strategically provides teachers with active
teacher opportunities.
Clear professional development characteristics have been delineated and
supported by a multitude of research. Abdal-Haqq (1996) provided an extensive listing of
effective professional development characteristics reported in the literature; these
include: is school based and embedded in teacher work, recognizes teachers as
professionals and adult learners, is on-going, provides adequate time and follow-up
support, focuses on student learning, and is collaborative, ensuring opportunity for
teachers to interact with peers. The extensive listing has been echoed by numerous others
in the literature (CSRI, 2006; Choy et al., 2006; Desimone et al., 2002; Diaz-Maggioli,
2004; Dyke & Tapogna, 2008; Elmore, 2004; Hawley & Valli, 2000; InPraxis, 2006;
O'Shea, 2005; Walther-Thomas et al., 2000; Wilson & Berne, 1999; Zepeda, 2008).
Effective professional development is considered content focused and linked with
the real work of the classroom. In order for teachers to link professional learning to their
real work in the classroom, a direct application must be apparent (American Research
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Association, 2005). CSRI (2006) maintained that the most effective professional
development programs placed content at the center, and thus focused squarely on
curriculum. Broader areas such as classroom management or higher thinking skills are
naturally folded into content learning. Similarly, in an extensive review of inservice
studies in teacher education, Kennedy (1998) argued that effective professional
development begins with a content focus; as research has shown an emphasis on
teachers' knowledge of the subject, on the curriculum, or on how students learn a
particular subject demonstrated greater gains than professional development focused on
teacher behaviors. In more recent work, the American Research Association (2005)
concluded that professional development results in better instruction and improved
student learning when it is aligned to authentic curriculum materials that teachers use,
academic standards which drive their work, and accountability measures that indicate
their proficiency.
Understanding the effects of professional development is key to improved
teaching and subsequent student learning. In important work in a national, large-scale
probability study on the effects of different characteristics of professional development
on teacher learning, Garet et al. (200 1) described three core features of professional
development activities that have significant impact. Based on self-reported increases in
knowledge and skills and changes to teachers' classroom practice, the researchers found
that focus on content knowledge, opportunities for active learning, and coherence with
other activities were the most important components of effective professional
development. In the same way, Sparks (2002) insisted that powerful professional
development must focus on deepening teachers' subject area knowledge and associated
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instructional strategies, rather than generic instructional skills. He maintained that
effective teachers must know their content so thoroughly that they can present it in a
compelling, comprehensible, and challenging manner. Further, he reported that research
demonstrates a strong relationship between teachers' content knowledge and the quality
of their instruction.
Traditional professional development. Frequently, the term traditional

professional development conjures up images of fragmented "sit and get" workshops
(Klingner et al., 2003). Beyond workshops, traditional forms of professional development
include: conferences, presentations, and college courses. These activities are often quite
removed from the daily realities of classroom instruction (Garet et al., 2001; Hawley &
Valli, 2000). The most frequently implemented traditional development model involves
training. It is frequently viewed as the least costly model for schools to undertake as large
numbers of participants can be accommodated. It involves more direct/lecture
presentation and at times, some degree of modeling and simulated practice (InPraxis,
2006). However, several limitations exist: limited opportunities are typically provided
for teacher practice and follow-up support, and frequently, teachers express no prior
interest in the prescribed training or receive no advance notice (Choy et al., 2006;
Scanlon, Gallego, Duran, & Reyes, 2005).
Workshops can function as the most efficient means to new learning in several
situations (Guskey, 2000). These include: certain learning styles, sessions structured to
participants' pre-determined needs, and when deliberate efforts are made to incorporate
modeling, practice, specific feedback, and coaching (Kerka, 2003). Lone workshops can
provide information or work to raise participants' awareness concerning a specific issue.
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Additional support is needed, however, to change teacher behavior and practice (Guskey,
2000; Kerka, 2003).
Job-embedded professional development. Job embedded learning is a new
paradigm for staff development as it trades the traditional workshop-based training for
learning opportunities derived from daily experiences (Wood & McQuarries, 1999). It
involves such processes as inquiry, problem-solving, collaboration, and active discussion
(Diaz-Maggioli, 2004; InPraxis, 2006; Lieberman & Miller, 1999). Other examples
include: action research, lesson study, critical friends, examination of student work, and
peer coaching (Guskey, 2000; Lieberman & Miller, 1999; Zepeda, 2008). Such authentic
situations promote the activation of teacher learning and are believed to facilitate greater
transformation and transference to classroom practice (Diaz-Maggioli, 2004; Guskey,
2000; Joyce & Showers, 2002; Lieberman & Miller, 1999; Wilson & Berne, 1999).
Research has confirmed that professional development should be primarily school
based and central to school operations (Hawley & Valli, 2000; Zepeda, 2008). Such
learning opportunities provide a plethora of advantages; some of these include:
immediate application of learning, reduced costs as no outside presenter or consultant is
needed, increased motivation to learn, and less time from the job is required. Learning
results as meaning is brought to job experiences through authentic work practice,
reflection, analysis, sharing and discussion (Diaz-Maggioli, 2004; Elmore, 2004; Hawley
& Valli, 2000; Joyce & Showers, 2002; Little, 2001; Wilson & Berne, 1999; Wood &

McQuarrie, 1999). These experiences are believed to be more responsive to the ways in
which teachers learn and have greater potential to influence change in teacher practice in
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the classroom (Elmore, 2004; Garet et al., 2001; Guskey, 2000; Joyce & Showers, 2002;
Lieberman & Miller, 1999; Zepeda, 2008).
Job-embedded learning naturally supports adult learning principles. Dalellew and
Martinez (as cited by Zepeda, 2008) proposed five principles in their early work related
to adult learners: adults are typically self-directed, they seek knowledge relevant to their
current life situation, their life experiences shape their readiness for learning, adults vary
in their readiness to learn, and finally, volunteers who attend learning opportunities have
typically determined that additional learning is desired. Adult learning research has
suggested that adults are motivated by success, choice, significance, and satisfaction
(Materna, 2007; Zepeda, 2008). Roberts and Pruitt (as cited by Zepeda, 2008) composed
strategies believed to engage adult learners based on adult learning principles. These
include: learning as an active and interactive process, incorporating hands-on and real-life
experiences, intersperse novelty and connections to prior knowledge and experiences,
opportunities for learning application, use of small group activities and frequent
reflection, support with feedback and coaching, and lastly, provide adults with control
over their learning. Similarly, Tate (2004) insisted that these same principles must occur
within successful professional learning experiences.
As a means of increasing teacher skill and bettering skill implementation in the
classroom, Knight (2007) concluded in his foundational work in the instructional
coaching approach that a bottom up approach using the principles of Partnership
Learning led to significantly improved results when compared to the traditional lecturebased approach of professional development in his 1997 comparison. The seven
principles serving as a foundation to Knight's model of instructional coaching include:
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equality, choice, voice, dialogue, reflection, praxis, and reciprocity. Viewing teachers as
equal partners, providing choice in what and how they learn, empowering and respecting
teacher voice, and promoting authentic dialogue among educators all serve as powerful
facilitators to teacher learning. In addition, establishing the freedom to reflect on
professional learning, encouraging praxis to facilitate application of learning to real world
practice as learning evolves, and promoting genuine reciprocity where instructional
coaches expect to receive as much as they offer do much to foster teacher learning.
Knight (2007) reported that teachers were four times as likely to implement teaching
practices learned within partnership sessions as opposed to traditional learning sessions.
Teachers reported learning more, showed deeper engagement, and stated higher levels of
enjoyment in the partnership opportunities.
Understanding of effective professional development practices has evolved
considerably over the past two decades. At the same time, understanding of effective
classroom instruction has also evolved; however, the challenge has been matching new
understandings to old practices. What is considered effective classroom instruction has
changed considerably over the past two decades. Numerous teachers learned their
teaching repertoire relying primarily on memorizing facts, without similar emphasis of
subject knowledge (Garet et al., 2001). Today, effective instruction includes: a learnercentered focus, is organized for results, incorporates multiple teaching strategies, includes
reteaching and enrichment, routinely employs flexible groups, applies differentiated
instruction, and finally, infuses active learning (Rutherford, 2002).
In order for teachers to apply the yield from effective instruction research,
considerable practice opportunities must occur to facilitate both skill and comfort with
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the unfamiliar (Joyce & Showers, 2002). Teachers must have deep understandings to
become technically proficient and to integrate new knowledge and skills appropriately
with existing teacher behaviors. Deep understandings are developed and supported with a
variety of responsive professional development opportunities and formats.
In an effort to study the effects of different forms of professional development on
teaching and learning, Desimone, Porter, Garet, Yoon, and Birman (2002) examined
teachers' instruction over a three-year period (1996-1999). The researchers sought to
replicate and extend their previous cross-sectional, national findings. In a purposefully
selected sample of 207 teachers in 30 schools, in 10 districts in five states, the researchers
focused on changing classroom teaching practice. The study was conducted in the context
of an evaluation of the Eisenhower Professional Development Program. This longitudinal
study enabled the researchers to document changes in teachers' behaviors related to
mathematics and science following a professional development activity through before
and after assessments. Participants were studied over three points in time to document
changes over time. Measures were designed to address three main aspects of effects to
teaching practice: 1) data regarding teachers who had focused on one particular teaching
practice and the increase in their classroom use of that practice during the data period, 2)
teachers who had participated in several related practices and the resulting increase in
classroom use, and lastly, 3) benefits to teachers who participated in a particular teaching
practice and its strengthening by attending a professional development activity
displaying elements of high quality (i.e., reform type, such as a book study group or peer
coaching, appropriate time span, sufficient contact hours, collective participation, active
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learning, and coherence). Results indicated that focusing on specific teaching practices
increased teachers' use ofthose practices in the classroom.
Professional Development and Inclusion Teachers' Needs
Inclusion efforts have substantially added to the diversity of general education
classrooms (Baker, 2005). Educators' demands and responsibilities have grown
significantly as caseloads and students' needs have become more diverse. On average,
general educators' caseloads include 3.5 special education students (SPeNSE, 2001).
Teachers have voiced concerns with the lack ofknowledge and skills to adequately
address special needs in the general education classroom (Buell et al., 1999; Burstein et
al., 2004; deBettencourt, 1999; McLeskey & Waldron, 2006; Romi & Leyser, 2006).
Teachers have frequently wrestled with providing appropriate instruction and
classroom management strategies. In order to meet the challenging needs within the
inclusive classroom, essential teacher skills are required. Struggling learners benefit from
specific instructional practices (Rutherford, 2002). In addition, a differentiated general
classroom management system as well as proficient skill in several specialized behavioral
techniques has become essential (Baker, 2005).
Adapting instruction and managing behavior for students with and without
disabilities are important skills for general educators. However, many older, veteran
teachers completed their professional training in a time when few students will
disabilities were educated in the general education classroom and thus, had no inclusive
preparation in college (SPeNSE, 2001 ). Without preparation, general educators view
themselves as not equipped to provide specialized instruction. Professional development
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is a key ingredient to filling the gap. Using a telephone survey in spring and fall2000
with a nationally representative sample of general and special educators, in addition to
local administrators and support staff, Westat examined the professional development
offered to general educators over the previous three years and teachers' perceptions of
success in working with students with disabilities (SPeNSE, 2001 ). The amount of
professional development time related to adapting instruction for students with
disabilities and managing behaviors was probed over three categories: more than 8 hours,
1-8 hours, No hours. Seventy percent of general educators reported receiving professional
development in adapting instruction; of these educators, 21 percent received more than 8
hours of training and 49 percent received 1-8 hours. In managing behavior, 28 percent
received more than 8 hours and 46 percent received 1-8 hours. The time spent in
professional development in adapting instruction was significantly associated with
teachers' perceptions of success; however, the relationship to managing behaviors was
not clear.
Teacher skill is critically important to the success of inclusive efforts. As stated
previously, teacher skill is also greatly related to teacher self-efficacy level. In significant
work, Buell et al. (1999) investigated general and special education teachers' feelings of
self-efficacy regarding instructing students with disabilities in inclusive settings as well
as desired training and support needs. Study data were gathered as part of a needs
assessment for a mid-Atlantic state. A total of 508 surveys were distributed to Special
Education Directors in 19 school districts with instructions for random distribution
proportional to the number of general and special educators at elementary and secondary
schools in the district. The survey was a 25-question Likert-type scale with three areas of
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focus: teachers' confidence regarding student success within inclusive environments,
teachers' inservice needs related to inclusive education, and teachers' perceptions of
needed supports for successful inclusion practices. A total of 289 surveys were returned
for a 53% response rate; general educators completed 202 surveys (70%) while special
educators completed 87 (30%). Results indicated that general educators perceived greater
training needs in adapting materials and curriculum, managing behavior problems,
providing individual assistance, and areas involving students' Individual Education
Programs (IEPs). A strong relationship was apparent in inclusion understanding and a
teacher's belief that he/she can get through to a student.
Summary
Over time, numerous studies have provided dismal descriptions concerning the
results of pull-out or separate programs (Peterson & Hittie, 2003; Rea, McLaughlin, &
Walther-Thomas, 2002; Slavin & Madden, 1989; Volonino & Zigmond, 2007). As a
result of years of concern and through the demands ofNCLB and IDEA 2004, the
number of students with disabilities receiving a portion or all of their instruction in the
general education setting has significantly increased over the past 15 years (Brown et al.,
2008; Burstein, 2004; Rea et al., 2002). Students with specific learning disabilities,
emotional disturbances, mental retardation, and Autism are being instructed in the
general education classroom in record numbers. The increased numbers have impacted
the demands ofthe general educator as frustration, anxiety, and feelings of incompetence
have developed.
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Teachers' beliefs in their personal capacity to meet the needs of students with
disabilities in the general education setting are critically important to their classroom
behaviors (Brownell & Pajares, 1999; Buell et al., 1999; Diken, 2006; Scott et al., 1998;
Tournaki & Podell, 2005). Such beliefs strongly influence their subsequent actions as
they filter and direct one's cognitive, motivational, affective, and decision-making
processes (Bandura, 1995, 1997, 2002; Pajares, 2002). Over the past two decades, teacher
self-efficacy has been researched extensively, and researchers have established strong
connections between teacher self-efficacy and teacher behaviors that cultivate student
achievement (Ashton & Webb, 1986, Darling-Hammond, 2006; Henson, 2001;
Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001, 2007; Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998).
Professional development stands as a critical facilitator to achieving needed
competencies and possibly modifying perceptions of self-efficacy. It is the means for
acquiring or enhancing the teacher learning necessary to produce increased learning
levels for all students (Elmore, 2004; Guskey, 2000; National Staff Development
Council, 2001; Zepeda, 2008). While professional development is viewed as a vital tool
for all educators, the increased demands and responsibilities of the general education
inclusive teacher significantly raises its importance.
Providing various training opportunities to promote knowledge and skill
acquisition to meet these substantial demands is critical to increasing student learning
across the classroom and even more importantly, improving the learning and future
outcomes for students with disabilities.

CHAPTER III: RESEARCH METHODS
Overview of Study Purpose
The primary purpose of this study was to determine if teachers' self-efficacy
levels are significantly different based on IEP identified students' learning or behavioral
challenges. The secondary rationale of the study was to investigate classroom differences
between high self-efficacy and low self-efficacy teachers by focusing on the use of
instructional strategies, the number of behavior events, and the level of student
engagement. The tertiary rationale for the study focused on the role of professional
development and was four-fold: a) to understand professional development preparation
undertaken relative to research indicated knowledge and skills supportive of inclusive
instruction; b) to understand the professional development delivery format; c) to explore
the level of subsequent follow-up provided; and d) to examine teachers' perceptions
regarding skill implementation following professional development. Quantitative and
qualitative research were employed to provide a clearer depiction of the problem
(Creswell & Clark, 2007).
Research Questions
The research questions considered in this study included:
1. To what extent do self-efficacy beliefs differ among general education teachers in
elementary inclusive settings based on IEP-identified students' learning or
behavioral challenges in the current classroom?
a) Do self-efficacy beliefs relating to adapting instruction differ significantly
based on IEP-identified students' learning or behavioral challenges?
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b) Do self-efficacy beliefs relating to managing behavior differ significantly
based on IEP-identified students' learning or behavioral challenges?
c) Do self-efficacy beliefs relating to student engagement differ significantly
based on IEP-identified students' learning or behavioral challenges?
2. Do high self-efficacy teachers differ significantly from low self-efficacy teachers in
their behavior in the classroom?
a) Do high self-efficacy teachers demonstrate significantly different instructional
strategies in the classroom through more student-centered and less teachercentered instruction as compared to low self-efficacy teachers?
b) Do high self-efficacy teachers maintain greater student engagement in the
classroom as compared to low self-efficacy teachers?
c) Do high self-efficacy teachers experience fewer behavioral events in the
classroom?
3. What skill and knowledge areas undergirding inclusive education receive follow-up
and are implemented in the general education inclusion classrooms as reported by
the study participants from professional development opportunities or formats?
a) What skill and knowledge areas have the general education teachers in this
study participated in?
b) What was the professional development delivery format?
c) What level of subsequent follow-up was provided?
d) What do teachers report concerning their level of implementation in their
classrooms?
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Table 1
Plan for Data Analysis
Data Analysis

Research Question

a) Do
beliefs relating to ,r~,,ntinosignificantly based on IEP-identified students' learning or
behavioral
b) Do self-efficacy beliefs relating to managing behavior differ
significantly based on IEP-identified students' learning or
behavioral
c) Do self-efficacy beliefs relating to student engagement differ
significantly based on IEP-identified students' learning or
behavioral
?

a) Do high self-efficacy teachers demonstrate significantly
different instructional strategies in the classroom through more
student-centered and less teacher-centered instruction as
compared to low self-efficacy teachers?

TSES
TSDIC

Paired t-test

TSES
TSDIC

Paired t-test

TSES

Descriptive
statistics
Ranking by quartile
Frequency count
Narrative
description/
holistic analysis
themes
Descriptive
statistics
Ranking by quartile
Independent t-test
themes

COG
Interview
b) Do high self-efficacy teachers maintain greater student
engagement in the classroom as compared to low self-efficacy
teachers?

TSES
COG
Interview

c) Do high self-efficacy teachers experience fewer behavioral
events in the classroom?

TSES
COG

a) What skill and
teachers in this
in?
b) What was the professional development delivery format?

Interview

PDIC
Interview

c)

level of subsequent follow-up was provided?

PDIC
Interview

t"'"'.h"'"" report concerning their level of
classrooms?

PDIC
Interview

TSES, Teacher Sense ofSelf-Efficacy Scale
TSDIC, Teaching Students with Disabilities in the Inclusive Classroom Instrument
PDIC, Professional Development and the Inclusive Classroom Survey
COG, Classroom Observation Guide
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Quantitative Phase
Sample Selection Procedures
A convenience sample of all adult volunteers was used for this study. The sample
was comprised of 140 K-5 general education classroom teachers who are currently
teaching or have previously taught students with disabilities for at least a portion of the
day (Fraenkel & Wallen, 2006; Gall, Gall, & Borg, 2003). Teachers from seven
elementary schools in a large rural district were invited to participate. Personalized paperbased surveys were mailed in bulk to each elementary school to be placed in each
classroom teacher's mailbox. The completed surveys were to be individually returned to
the researcher through the U.S. mail in the pre-addressed, postage-paid envelope
provided with the survey.
The unit of analysis for the study was the teacher. Question 1 was addressed
through an analysis of self-efficacy beliefs within and across each ofthe two rEPidentified challenge areas of focus in this study: learning challenges and behavioral
challenges, in regards to adapting instruction, managing behavior, and student
engagement. Question 2 involved both quantitative and qualitative measures. The
quantitative design established high and low self-efficacy teachers through the ranking of
self-efficacy scores on the Teacher Sense of Self-Efficacy Scale (TSES). The qualitative
design is discussed below. Question 3 was primarily addressed with a quantitative design.
A frequency count was used to examine participation in skill and knowledge area
development to understand training received (Gallet al., 2003). In addition, professional
development delivery formats were compared to perceptions of skill implementation
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using a frequency count. Lastly, the level of subsequent follow-up was compared to
perceptions of skill implementation using a frequency count.
Procedures

Permission to collect data in the school district was requested through the
Superintendent's office. All district procedures pertinent to research were followed
during the data collection (Fraenkel & Wallen, 2006). The Assistant Superintendent for
Instruction presented the district's authorization for the research request to all elementary
principals at a Principals' meeting. All K-5 general education classroom teachers were
contacted initially through a personally addressed pre-notice letter which was distributed
from the building principal. A pre-contact has been found to result in elevated rates of
response (Gallet al., 2003). The letter's intent was designed to apprise perspective
participants that a survey will be received within the next few days and to request their
subsequent participation. The surveys and postage-paid return envelopes were mailed in
bulk to each of the seven elementary schools two days following the expected receipt of
the pre-notice letter. The survey included a cover letter and a postage-paid postcard for
entrance into a lottery incentive drawing. The cover letter clearly relayed the rationale for
completing the survey and provided specific mailing information (Gallet al., 2003;
Jaeger, 1988). The lottery incentive was used to enhance the participation response rate
(Gallet al., 2003). Participants were directed to mail the postcard following the
completion of the survey. Three $25 Wal-Mart gift cards were purchased for the lottery
enticement. All responding participants' postcards were placed into a bowl and three

Self-efficacy Beliefs and Inclusive Classrooms 68
names were selected. Following acknowledgement of permission from the winners, all
teachers were notified through a flyer at each school.
In an effort to increase the survey response rate, specific procedures were utilized
as mail surveys frequently result in low return levels without follow-up (Gallet al., 2003;
Jaeger, 1988). Initially, a postcard was sent to all K-5 general education teachers one
week following the delivery of the survey to thank respondents who had already
completed and sent their survey and to remind and request that those who had not
completed and sent completed surveys to do so. A second follow-up postcard was sent
similarly one week later. One final postcard was sent to all those initially receiving the
survey to thank again or to offer one final reminder and to request their participation. The
length of the survey data collection period ran four weeks.
Instrumentation

The principal purpose of the study was two-fold: a) to determine the influence of
IEP- identified student challenge areas on teachers' self-efficacy levels related to
adapting instruction, managing behavior, and student engagement and b) to rank
teachers' self-efficacy scores to further investigate classroom practices and beliefs of
high and low self-efficacy teachers. In order to conduct the research, Tschannen-Moran
and Woolfolk Hoy's (2001) short form Teacher Sense of Self-Efficacy Scale (TSES) was
employed (see Appendix A). The short form was selected in lieu of the long form as
additional questions related to teacher self-efficacy in inclusive settings across two (IEP
identified) challenge areas as well as to professional development needed to be added to
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the survey instrument. Maintaining a reasonable survey length is considered important to
subsequent completion (Jaeger, 1988).

Teacher Sense of Self-Efficacy Scale. In the throes of uncertainty regarding how
best to measure teacher self-efficacy, Bandura constructed a new scale to present a
multidimensional portrait of teachers' self-efficacy in 1997. He believed that teachers'
self-efficacy was not necessarily constant across the varied and numerous tasks that
teachers were expected to perform, nor across distinct subject areas. The new instrument
was a 30-question scale with seven sub-areas measured using a 9-point Likert scale.
These sub-areas included: self-efficacy to influence decision making, self-efficacy to
influence school resources, instructional self-efficacy, disciplinary self-efficacy, selfefficacy to enlist parental involvement, self-efficacy to enlist community involvement,
and self-efficacy to create a positive school climate (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001). In
an effort to create a valid and reliable self-efficacy measure, Tschannen-Moran and Hoy
(200 1) built on the recommendations of Bandura to refine and extend his scale. They
created a new instrument for measuring self-efficacy of student engagement, self-efficacy
for instructional strategies, and self-efficacy for classroom management. The instrument
was named the Ohio State Teacher Self-Efficacy Scale (OSTES), but was later renamed
by the authors as Teachers' Sense ofSelf-Efficacy Scale (TSES). The instrument has
undergone extensive factor analysis and reliability testing. Through such rigorous
analyses, it has been found to have a consistent and stable factor structure.
The TSES is available in long (24 items) and short form (12 items). TschannenMoran and Hoy found similar reliability levels in both instruments. In a study on the

Self-efficacy Beliefs and Inclusive Classrooms 70
short form of the TSES, Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk Hoy (2001) reported the
following reliabilities:
Mean

SD

alpha

TSES

7.1.

.98

.90

Engagement

7.2

1.2

.81

Instruction

7.3

1.2

.86

Management

6.7

1.2

.86

An example item from each of the three sub-areas of the TSES is listed below. Each
question from the 12-item instrument presents one of three stems to the responding
teacher, "To what extent can you ... " or "How much can you ... " or "How well can
you ... "A 9-point Likert scale is presented for rating using the following descriptors:
1=None at all, 3=Very little, 5=Some degree, 7= Quite a bit, and 9=A great deal.
Subscale

Question

Engagement

How much can you do to help your students value learning?

Instruction

To what extent can you provide an alternative explanation or example
when students are confused?

Management

How well can you establish a classroom management system
with each group of students?

Teaching Students with Disabilities in the Inclusive Classroom Instrument. To
gain an understanding of teachers' self-efficacy beliefs within the context ofteaching in
an inclusive classroom and across two IEP identified challenge areas, the Teaching
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Students with Disabilities in the Inclusive Classroom Instrument (TSDIC) was created as
an adaptation to Tschannen-Moran and Hoy's TSES (see Appendix B). The adaptation
was limited to altering the initial directions with regard to the referent population.
Teacher respondents were prompted to consider their personal capacities to perform
various tasks with students who have an IEP for learning challenges and likewise with
students who have an IEP for behavioral challenges. As with the TSES, the TSDIC
probes three sub-areas: self-efficacy of student engagement, self-efficacy for instructional
strategies, and self-efficacy for classroom management. The TSDIC is comprised of 24items in all; the 12 items taken directly from the TSES are repeated twice over the two
challenge categories described above. As in the TSES, the TSDIC presents a 9-point
Likert scale for rating using the following descriptors: 1=None at all, 3=Very little,
5=Some degree, 7= Quite a bit, and 9=A great deal.
Professional development and the inclusive classroom. In a study related to
general and special education teachers' perceptions and inservice needs concerning
inclusion, Buell et al. (1999) reported training needs most expressed by general
educators. Additionally, in a telephone survey conducted by SPeNSE (2001), general
education teachers reported concerns in meeting students with disabilities' instructional
and behavioral needs. Teachers voiced lack of preparation and weakness in critical
knowledge and skill as key concerns. Further, in work relating to general educators'
sense of self-efficacy in inclusive classrooms, Brownell and Paj ares ( 1999) reported the
connection between teachers' self-efficacy levels and their sense of pre-service and
inservice training as well as their willingness to include students with disabilities. Thus,
training preparation is a critical concern for general educators and is keenly related to
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teachers' willingness to fully include students with disabilities and perceptions of teacher
skill in meeting student needs.
To explore teachers' perceptions of training received and their actual skill
implementation in an inclusive classroom, key knowledge and skill areas relating to
adapting instruction, managing behavior, and student engagement were taken from the
results of Buell et al. and SPeNSE to create survey items. These areas include: adapting
curriculum and materials, use of accommodations, managing behavior, and varying
grouping practices to increase learning. Additionally, based on the work of Rutherford
(2002), several survey items were developed relating to activity-based learning,
modifying instruction, and differentiated assessment. Joyce and Showers (2002) have
reported that skill implementation is a key concern, as typically low rates of actual
implementation occur in teacher classrooms following training opportunities.
Understanding teachers' perceptions regarding training leading to implementation is
important.
Significant work by Desimone et al. (2002) regarding professional development
forms has provided insight on the importance of training or work experiences tied to
teachers' real work. Lieberman and Miller (1999) have written extensively on teachers'
needs for authentic learning opportunities and the need for collaborative experiences and
reflection. More recently, Diaz-Maggioli (2004) and Zepeda (2008) have written of the
importance of teacher-centered professional development. Understanding perceived skill
implementation as a result of specific training opportunities provides insight and
direction in planning for subsequent teacher support and preparation.
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The Professional Development and the Inclusive Classroom Survey (PDIC)
consists of ten items related to skill or knowledge areas deemed necessary for successful
teaching in inclusive classrooms (see Appendix C). Respondents were to indicate the
professional development delivery format in skill or knowledge areas in which they have
participated by using a 5-point scale. The descriptors include: 1=Sit and Get, 3= Some
activity, and 5= Active learning. Similarly, respondents were to indicate the level of
subsequent follow-up for each knowledge or skill area using a 5-point scale. These
descriptors include: 1=None at all, 3=Some support, and 5=Extensive support. Finally,
perceptions of skill implementation were gathered in a comparable manner as
respondents were to indicate their implementation in the classroom on a 5-point scale.
The descriptors include: 1=Not at all, 3= Some use, and 5=Consistently use.
Background information. The final portion of quantitative data collection related
to the survey instrument focused on understanding background information (see
Appendix D). Initially, general information was gathered. Teachers provided current
grade and classroom assignment, teacher certification type, and years of teaching. More
specific information related to inclusive classrooms followed. Teachers included
information regarding years of teaching in an inclusive classroom, total number of
students in class, number of students identified as having a disability with current IEP,
and level of experience in working with students with disabilities. The final two questions
related to teacher coursework in which they have participated and the number of
workshops or trainings related to teaching students in inclusive classrooms they have
attended.
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Classroom Observation Guide. Ashton and Webb (1986) detailed the importance
of observing teachers' behaviors in authentic settings as self-efficacy beliefs are believed
to be situation specific. Further, in order to determine genuine teaching behaviors and
instructional practice, it is critical to examine what actually occurs in the classroom
(Almog, 2008; Tournaki & Podell, 2005). To collect data related to teacher behaviors,
student engagement and behavior management, the Classroom Observation Guide:

Student Engagement and Behavior and Teacher Instructional Use was used in a
nonparticipant observation (Fraenkel & Wallen, 2006) (see Appendix E). A large grid
divided into 24 columns by 13 rows and framed by a sectioned teacher area was used in
5-minute time sweeps across nine or more class sweeps to record student engagement,
student behavior, and the teacher's instructional strategies over an approximate 45minute lesson (Gallet al., 2003). Teacher behavior was marked as teacher-centered or
student-centered by recording in the coded instructional area of the grid. Student
engagement was coded as engaged in task or off-task (Fraenkel & Wallen, 2006).
Behavior management was coded through off-task behaviors when marked as disturbing
others or playing. Off-task and passive were not be coded as a behavior event. Class
sweeps occurred once every five minutes and ended with the classroom teacher. Brief
student descriptors were placed on the top of the Observation Guide prior to the
observation to track students during sweeps. Each student was observed and their
engagement and behavior were recorded within each sweep.
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Data Analysis
Research question one was analyzed within and across subareas of student
engagement, instructional strategies, and classroom management on the TSES and over
the two IEP identified challenge areas with paired t-tests (Gall et al., 2003). The subareas
of the TSES were used with the subareas of each IEP identified challenge area. Paired ttests were used to compare each subarea across each challenge area. Question two was
analyzed through both quantitative and qualitative means; only the quantitative means
will be discussed here. Teacher self-efficacy means from the TSES were ranked from
high to low. Teacher score ranking was determined using quartiles. Teacher scores falling
in the 75th quartile represented high self-efficacy; conversely, teacher scores falling in the
25th quartile represented low self-efficacy. Five high and three low self-efficacy
teachers' classroom data from the Classroom Observation Guide were analyzed.
Descriptive statistics were used for student engagement, behavior management, and
teacher-centered versus student-centered instructional strategy use (Gallet al., 2003).
In addition, Independent t-tests were used with behavior and student engagement
from the quartile-established teacher groups. Teacher behavior was tallied for teachercentered and student-centered. Question three was analyzed through a frequency count of
knowledge and skill areas in which participation has occurred/not occurred (Gallet al.,
2003). Professional development delivery formats were analyzed by using a frequency
count of skill or knowledge opportunities attended. Similarly, subsequent follow-up was
analyzed through a frequency count of attended skill or knowledge opportunities. Finally,
implementation in the classroom was analyzed through a frequency count of
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implementation levels by skill or knowledge opportunities attended. Bivariate
correlations were used to analyze the relationship between professional development
delivery format and perceived implementation as well as to analyze the relationship
between the level of follow-up support and perceived implementation. All quantitative
data analyses were run using the SPSS program (Fraenkel & Wallen, 2006).
Qualitative Phase
Research question two was partially addressed through the qualitative portion of
the study. In addition, question three was extended through this phase by adding to the
quantitative data (Creswell & Clark, 2007; Strauss & Corbin, 1998). The
phenomenological research method was employed as a means to discern patterns and
relationships of meaning expressed by study participants through several procedures
(Creswell, 2003; Fraenkel & Wallen, 2006). The researcher sought to capture authentic
recording of events, actions, and interactions through naturalistic observations (Rossman
& Rallis, 2003). These observations occurred in select inclusive classrooms in various
locations. The researcher sought to understand selected inclusive teachers' perceptions
and lived experiences through in-depth interviews using an interview guide. The
interview focused on using conversation with a purpose (Rossman & Rallis, 2003).
As a means of incentive to attract greater participation in the observation and
interview follow-up, participants were offered a chance of winning a $25 Wal-Mart gift
card. Participants were advised that only selected participants would receive the gift card.
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Data Generation
Data generation occurred with the researcher contacting selected participants who
indicated willingness to participate in an observation and follow-up interview and met the
low or high self-efficacy level criteria through their responses on the TSES based on
position within the established high or low self-efficacy quartiles. The selected teachers
were not advised of their self-efficacy ranking (Fraenkel & Wallen, 2006). Teachers
selected for participation were contacted by telephone and/or email to schedule the
classroom observation and follow-up interview. In addition, they were advised that the
interview would be digitally recorded for transcription and to ensure accuracy (Fraenkel
& Wallen, 2006). They were notified that the letter of informed consent would be sent to

them prior to the observation and could be mailed back to the researcher prior to the
scheduled date, or if desired, could be returned at the time of the actual observation
(Rossman & Rallis, 2003).

Interview Sample
The sampling techniques used to select observation and interview participants
were purposive and intensified. Patton (2002) wrote purposive sampling involves the
strategic selection of cases. Gall et al. (2003) described purposive (purposeful) selection
as information rich in regards to the purposes of the study. Eight participants (five highand three low-) were selected from those survey participants who indicated willingness to
participate in the observation and interview. Gallet al., (2003) wrote that volunteers are
likely to be a biased sample as volunteers differ from nonvolunteers. Those selected
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meeting study qualifications were chosen based on their self-efficacy score and
placement within the quartiles.
Procedures
Qualitative procedures involved a classroom observation structured through the
use of the Classroom Observation Guide: Student Engagement and Behavior and
Teacher Instructional Strategy Use and the six-question interview guide.
Classroom observation. Significant value is obtained in direct observation as rich
information is frequently revealed (Gallet al., 2003). Wheatley (2005) maintained that
teacher self-efficacy studies seldom incorporate observation into the research methods
and argued for the need. Observations in education studies can be tightly structured and
provide detailed notations of behavior through checklists or guides (Rossman & Rallis,
2003). In this study classroom observations occurred using volunteers who were selected
based on their self-efficacy levels on the TSES. Three low level and five high level
inclusive teachers were chosen. Classroom observation focused on teachers' use of
instructional strategies, primarily through their use of teacher-centered and studentcentered instruction. Specific examples of instructional practices were noted as well as
tasks offered and the use of group versus individual instruction, as well as teachers'
affective behaviors. During the observations the researcher used care to remain as
unobtrusive as possible (Creswell, 2003). See Appendix E for the observation tool. The
observation tool (previously discussed in the quantitative phase) was a large grid divided
into 24 columns by 13 rows to record data on student engagement and behavior over 5-
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minute time sweeps and framed by a sectioned teacher area. The teacher area of the
observation tool allowed narrative descriptions to be captured over each time sweep.
As a benefit to teachers participating in the classroom observation and follow-up
interview, teachers received a copy of their classroom data as recorded on the Classroom
Observation Guide at the conclusion of the interview. These data were highly
enlightening to participating teachers
Interview guide. The interview guide was designed to follow up the classroom
observation and to elicit participants' thoughts related to the lesson flow and development
(see Appendix F). Questions delved into the pre-work leading up to the lesson and
thoughts related to students not mastering lesson content and behavioral reflections using
a semi-structured interview (Fraenkel & Wallen, 2006; Gallet al., 2003). In addition, the
interview was developed to reveal deeper insights into low and high self-efficacy teachers
regarding student engagement, use of instructional strategies, and behavior management.
The interview guide begins with several questions related to teacher experiences and
training related to teaching in inclusive classrooms. A final area of the interview guide
centers on professional development participation regarding inclusive teaching. The
question centers on an activity that stands out as helpful in preparing for inclusive
teaching and on resultant learning and impact on instruction.
Classroom Observation Results
Classroom observations from low and high self-efficacy teachers were compared
through the Observation Guide for tasks presented, use of instructional strategies, as well
as affective behaviors. Similarities and differences were analyzed.
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Interview Study Results
The interview data were coded at the sentence level. A code label was given to
capture the essence of each sentence for transcription. Each new sentence was compared
and an existing or novel code was created. A cumulative list of codes was maintained and
updated as new codes were generated and refined. Following numerous rereadings and
exploration of similarities, codes were organized into themes (Creswell, 2003). As
sentences were reviewed and categories were determined as too narrow or too broad,
coding categories were redefined. The process remained emergent and employed
reiterative reflection (Strauss & Corbin, 1998). Themes were synthesized and organized
into a cumulative theme table (see Appendix L).

Trustworthiness
Rossman and Rallis (2003) describe trustworthiness as conforming to standards
for acceptable and competent practice. In addition, they wrote that trustworthiness
demands meeting standards for ethical practice related to the sensitivity of the politics of
the setting and focus. Schwandt (2001) describes trustworthiness as built on four
dimensions: credibility, transferability, dependability, and confirmability. Each of these
areas were addressed within the study through member checks, extensive field notes,
reflexive joumaling, thick descriptions, a clear documentation trail, and triangulation of
data to ensure participants' perceptions were reflected.

Credibility. Credibility, identified as a first concern in determining
trustworthiness, refers to how well the findings mesh with an informant's perceptions
(Schwandt, 2001 ). This study employed member checks during the interview through
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clarifying statements or questions and following the interview through the transcription
of the interview and generation of the interview summary. The summary was sent via
email with a request for input on the accuracy of the researcher's perceptions of the
participant's views (Creswell, 2003).

Transferability. Transferability, listed as a second criterion to establishing
trustworthiness, relates to the degree that findings can be applied to other settings
(Schwandt, 2001 ). Rich descriptions provide the reader with detailed and concrete
descriptions to allow one to understand the phenomena studied and to make individual
interpretations about meanings and significance (Patton, 2002). The researcher used
classroom observations to capture rich information related to actual teacher practice and
students' response. Thick descriptions were obtained from inclusive teachers through
interviews directed to teaching practice through a direct focus on student engagement,
classroom management, and instructional strategies.

Dependability. Dependability, the third criterion in establishing trustworthiness,
refers to the logical process of the inquiry as well as the traceable path communicated
through the documentation trail (Schwandt, 2001). Extensive field notes captured
descriptions of observed actions and events and detailed all qualitative steps.

Conjirmability. Confirmability, the final criterion necessary to assure
trustworthiness, refers to the extent that data can be determined to link back primarily to
the source of the inquiry rather than the researcher's perceptions or expectations
(Schwandt, 2001 ). A reflexive journal and Researcher as Instrument Statement (see
Appendix M) were produced by the researcher. Through regular recordings, a variety of
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information related to method and self were depicted within the reflexive journal and
contributed to the confirmability of the results. The Researcher as Instrument Statement
documented the researcher's perceptions, beliefs, and philosophies prior to the
commencement of data collection. The researcher captured personal reflections and
emerging questions prior to and subsequent to classroom observations and teacher
interviews in an effort to attend to personal bias (Patton, 2002).
Authenticity

Schwandt (200 1) defines authenticity as a feature related to naturalistic inquiry
which aims to generate authentic understanding of others' lived experiences. This
understanding is generated through participant observations. Classroom observations
provided a snapshot of each selected teacher's lived experience.
Triangulation
Triangulation centers on verifying the integrity of the inferences drawn through
the use of various data sources (Schwandt, 2001). Rossman and Rallis (2003) describe
triangulation as multiple sources of data, multiple points in time, or a variety of methods
employed to reveal the images one is investigating. In this study, multiple sources of data
and a variety of methods were used. Responses from interview participants were digitally
recorded and later transcribed. The transcriptions were used in data analysis at the
sentence level and were used in further coding. Extensive familiarity with the data
through rereading of the transcriptions and/or summaries and multiple exposures to the
digital recordings occurred.
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Ethical Safeguards
Approval was obtained through the Human Subjects Review Committee at the
College of William and Mary prior to collecting or generating any data (Gall et al., 2003).
A cover letter informed participants that the completion and return of the survey
documented consent for participation in the study. In addition, the cover letter inquired as
to participants' willingness to allow the researcher to conduct one classroom observation
for approximately 45 minutes and participate in a 45-minute follow·up interview at a
time of their convenience. Participants invited to the observation and interview
component of the study were asked to provide written informed consent prior to their
participation. The informed consent advised of the voluntary nature of the study, the right
to decline to respond to any question, confidentiality assurances, and the ability to
withdraw from the study at any point (Fraenkel & Wallen, 2006; Gallet al., 2003;
Rossman & Rallis, 2003). Additionally, the consent provided contact information
regarding the researcher and the Chair of the Human Subject Review Committee should
they have concerns or complaints regarding the study.
Summary
Rossman and Rallis (2003) underscored the importance of conducting research to
add to the body of knowledge and for the goal of improving some social circumstance.
To that end, this mixed-methods study was devised to seek out the perceived impact of
students' learning or behavioral challenges in light of professional development
opportunity and follow-up and juxtaposed to differences in classroom practices. Through
the quantitative and qualitative reporting of teachers' self-efficacy levels, perceived
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professional development and implementation, "voices" from the classroom, and actual
practice, it was desired that division and building administrators and teacher leaders
would gain a deeper understanding of supportive professional learning considerations
which might influence teacher self-efficacy level and classroom practice. The results of
this study will provide school leaders the opportunity to understand the impact of
students' learning or behavioral challenges in the classroom and teacher behaviors
supportive of higher levels of engagement, less behavioral challenge, and greater use of
student-centered learning. These results may facilitate the planning and provision of more
teacher-directed or teacher-defined professional learning opportunities and follow-up.

CHAPTERIV:RESULTS
Introduction
Using mixed-methods research, the researcher explored differences in general
educators' self-efficacy beliefs based on IEP-identified students' learning or behavioral
challenges; variation in classroom practice between high and low self-efficacy teachers
relative to instructional strategies, behavior events, and student engagement; and lastly,
perceptions of professional development experiences related to skill and knowledge areas
supportive of inclusive instruction. The chapter begins with a description of the research
sample for the teacher self-efficacy survey and a quantitative examination of question one
and its subparts. Next, the qualitative sample is described and is followed by a
quantitative examination of question two and its subparts. This is followed by a
qualitative examination to further address question two and its subparts. Then, the
research sample for the professional development survey is addressed and a quantitative
examination of question three and its subareas is reported. This is followed by a
qualitative extension of question three. Finally, the chapter will conclude with a summary
and this will lead into a discussion of the findings and recommendations in Chapter V.
Research Question One
Question one of this study was addressed through a quantitative design as
participants responded with perceptions of their capabilities regarding engagement,
instruction, and management on a published teacher self-efficacy scale (TschannenMoran & Hoy, 2001) (see Appendix A). In addition, participants also responded on a
limited adaptation of the published teacher self-efficacy scale (see Appendix B) with their
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perceptions of these same three areas while considering teaching students who have an
IEP for learning or behavior challenges. Responses were derived from general education
classroom teachers who are currently teaching or have previously taught students with
disabilities for a portion of the day. Study results are reported in this section.
Quantitative Sample

A total of 140 teachers in seven elementary schools in one large rural district in
southeast Virginia were asked to complete and return the Teaching Students in Inclusive
Classrooms survey. The survey combined the published teacher self-efficacy survey,
Teacher Sense ofSelf-Efficacy Scale (TSES) (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001), and the

limited adaptation regarding students with rEP-identified learning or behavioral
challenges. Following the delivery of an individually addressed pre-notice letter, a survey
was sent to each classroom teacher listed on one of the seven elementary school websites.
The surveys were sent in individually addressed envelopes along with pre-addressed
postage paid return envelopes. These packets were mailed in bulk to each elementary
school. Each school envelope was addressed to the attention of the building principal and
clearly marked as survey materials. Each building principal was notified that the
Assistant Superintendent had approved the surveys prior to the survey envelope delivery.
Researcher follow-up included three separate individually addressed postcards beginning
one week after the initial mailing and these were intended to serve as a thank you or
survey reminder. Postcards were sent following week one, week two, and week three. As
with the surveys, the postcards were mailed in bulk to each elementary school in a large
envelope labeled to the attention of the building principal and clearly marked as survey
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follow-up. As an incentive for survey participation participants were invited to enter a
lottery for one of three Wal-Mart gift cards. A stamped pre-addressed entry postcard was
included with each survey packet and was to be returned to the researcher separate from
the survey.
After the initial survey mailing, eight surveys were removed because they had
been delivered to special education teachers. In addition, one returned survey was found
to be unusable as it was received incomplete. With these nine removed from the total
sample of 140, left a sample of 131. Thus, the 65 teacher respondents received yielded a
response rate of 49.2%. Approximately equal numbers of teachers from each grade level
K-5 responded to the survey. Table 2 provides frequency and percentage information on
self-efficacy respondents' grade level assignments.
Table 2
Respondent Grade Levels Assignments

Grade level
Kindergarten

Frequency
12

Percent
18.5

1st

11

16.9

2nd

9

13.8

3

10

15.4

4th

12

18.5

5th

11

16.9

rd

Only general education classroom teachers were asked to respond to the selfefficacy survey. Of the 65 respondents, 78.5% indicated current teaching assignment as
general education inclusion, and 21.5% indicated current assignment as general education
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non-inclusion. Sixty-one (93.8%) respondents indicated general education certification,
and three (4.6%) held special education certification. In addition, respondents were asked
to indicate years ofteaching experience. More than two-thirds (67.7%) ofthe respondents
reported their experience level as more than 8 years. Table 3 provides frequency and
percentage information on respondents' teaching experience.
Table 3

Respondent Teaching Experience
Years teaching
1-2 years

Frequency
3

Percent
4.6

3-5 years

7

10.8

6-8 years

11

16.9

More than 8

44

67.7

Respondents were also asked to provide years of inclusive teaching experience.
Experience ranged from 0-1 years (33.8%) to more than 8 years (6.2%) with 83%
reporting 3 or fewer years. Table 4 provides frequency and percentage information on
respondents' inclusive teaching experience. Additionally, respondents were asked to
describe their level of experience in working with students with disabilities. Descriptors
ranged from "none" to "extensive." Table 5 provides frequency and percentage
information on respondents' self ranking level of experience in working with students
with disabilities ranking. Sixty percent reported very little or some experience, while 39%
reported quite a bit or extensive experience.
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Table 4
Respondent Inclusive Teaching Experience

Inclusive teaching
0-1 years

Frequency
22

Percent
33.8

2-3 years

32

49.2

4-5 years

5

7.7

6-8 years

1

1.5

More than 8
4
*Does not total 100%. One respondent did not complete item.

6.2

Table 5
Respondent Self Ranking Level of Experience in Working with Students with Disabilities

Level of experience
None

Frequency
0

Percent
0

Very little

12

18.5

Some

27

41.5

Quite a bit

20

30.8

Extensive
5
7. 7
*Does not total 100%. One respondent did not complete item.
In addition to grade-level assignment and teaching experience, respondents were
asked to provide the total number of students in their current classroom. Respondents
were also asked to indicate the number of students with current IEPs in the classroom.
Table 6 provides frequency and percentage information on respondents' total number of
students. Descriptors ranged from "less than 15" to "more than 29." Table 7 provides
frequency and percentage information on students with current IEPs in the classroom.
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Descriptors ranged from "0" to "more than 6." The mean (rounded to whole number) was
4 students.
Table 6
Respondent Total Number ofStudents in Current Classroom

Total students
Less than 15

Frequency
15

Percent
23.1

15-19

18

27.7

20-24

26

40.0

25-29

2

3.1

More than29
0
0
Does not total 100%. Four respondents did not complete item.
Table 7
Respondent Number ofStudents with Current IEP

Number of Students with IEPs
0

Frequency
10

Percent
15.4

1

10

15.4

2

12

18.5

3

7

10.8

4

5

7.7

5

9

13.8

6

4

6.2

Morethan6

8

12.3

Finally, the self-efficacy survey asked respondents to indicate their participation
in formal or college coursework in special education as well as the number of
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professional development workshops or trainings related to teaching students with
disabilities in inclusive settings in which they had participated. The special education
coursework descriptors ranged from "none" to more than 3 courses." Twenty-five
(38.5%) respondents indicated no participation in formal coursework. The mean
participation (rounded to whole) was 1 course. Table 8 provides frequency and
percentage information on respondents' formal special education coursework. Workshop
and training participation descriptors ranged from "0-1" to "8 or more." The mean
participation (rounded to whole) was 2-3 workshops or trainings. Table 9 provides
frequency and percentage information on respondents' workshop and training
participation. Nearly 70% (67.7%) reported 3 or fewer workshops.
Table 8
Respondent Formal Special Education Coursework
Course Participation
None

Frequency
25

Percent
38.5

1 course

16

24.6

2-3

17

26.2

More than 3 courses

7

10.8
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Table 9

Respondent Workshop or Training Participation
Number attended
0-1

Frequency

20

Percent
30.8

2-3

24

36.9

4-5

14

21.5

6-7

3

4.6

8 or more
3
4.6
*Does not total 100%. One respondent did not complete item.

Quantitative Analysis
The purpose of this study was to determine if general educators' self-efficacy
levels are significantly different based on IEP-identified students' learning or behavioral
challenges. As stated in the previous chapter, the teacher self-efficacy survey was used to
answer question one and its subparts:
1. To what extent do self-efficacy beliefs differ among general education teachers in
elementary inclusive settings based on IEP-identified students' learning or
behavioral challenges in the current classroom?
a) Do self-efficacy beliefs relating to adapting instruction differ significantly
based on IEP-identified students' learning or behavioral challenges?
b) Do self-efficacy beliefs relating to managing behavior differ significantly
based on IEP-identified students' learning or behavioral challenges?
c) Do self-efficacy beliefs relating to student engagement differ significantly
based on IEP-identified students' learning or behavioral challenges?
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The research question was addressed through a quantitative design as respondents
indicated their capability to address classroom management, instructional strategies use,
and student engagement tasks in light of their current ability, resources, and opportunity
using a 9-point continuum ranging from "Not at all" to "A Great Deal." Respondents
considered their capacity in general using the TSES (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001)
(see Appendix A) and then with regard to working with students having an IEP for
learning challenges and again for students having an IEP for behavioral challenges using
a limited adaptation of the TSES (see Appendix B). Each subarea of Question one is
reported separately following a review of the overarching question.
The overarching question was addressed using teacher means on the TSES to
establish general self-efficacy and then, on the adapted instrument to establish learning
challenge self-efficacy and behavioral challenge self-efficacy. Mean score was 7.06
(SD=.85). The learning challenge mean score was 6.26 (SD=1.37). The behavioral
challenge mean was 5.98 (SD=1.43).
A paired t-test indicated a significant difference between the general self-efficacy
and learning challenge self-efficacy means (t(62) = 7.406, p<.01). In addition, a paired ttest was conducted between general self-efficacy and behavioral challenge self-efficacy
and also established a significant difference (t(59) = 8.111, p<.01). A paired t-test also
documented a significant difference between the learning challenge self-efficacy and the
behavioral challenge self-efficacy means (t(58) = 2.066, p<.05). The high and low selfefficacy groups (N=65) were virtually identical with regard to teaching experience and
training. Table 10 provides t-test results for the self-efficacy scales.
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Table 10
T- Test Between General Self-efficacy and Learning and Behavioral Challenges
Self-efficacy group
General
Learning challenge

General
Behavioral challenge

Learning challenge
Behavioral challenge

Pairs
Pairs

Pairs
Pairs

Pairs
Pairs

N
63
63

60
60

59
59

Mean
7.07
6.26

7.03
5.98

6.19
5.99

SD
.86
1.37

t

df

7.406**

62

8.111**

59

2.066*

58

.85
1.43

1.36
1.44

*p<.05
**p<.Ol
Question 1a: Do self-efficacy beliefs relating to adapting instruction differ
significantly based on IEP-identified students' learning or behavioral challenges? As
stated in the previous chapter, the 12-question TSES derives a self-efficacy score and
three subscale scores: instructional strategies, classroom management, and student
engagement. Four of the questions comprise the instructional strategies subscale.
Teachers reported their perceptions of capacity related to crafting good questions, using a
variety of assessment strategies, ability to provide alternative explanations or examples,
and capability of implementing alternative teaching strategies in the classroom. Mean
score was 7.22 (SD=.85). As with the TSES, the adapted teacher self-efficacy instrument
contained 12 questions per challenge area (learning and behavioral) and four of these
questions comprise the instructional strategies subscale. Teachers reported their
perceptions of capacity to craft good questions, use a variety of assessment strategies,
provide alternative explanations or examples, and implement alternative teaching
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strategies in the classroom relative to performing with students who have an IEP for
learning challenges. Teachers then responded similarly in the subsequent area of the
instrument relative to students who have an IEP for behavioral challenges. The mean
score for self-efficacy for instructional strategies with students with learning challenges
was 6.52 (SD=1.45). The mean score for self-efficacy for instructional challenges with
students with behavioral challenges was 6.38 (SD=1.47).
A paired t-test revealed a significant difference between the general instructional
subscale mean and the learning challenges instructional mean (t(63) = 5.582, p<.01). A
paired t-test documented a significant difference between the general instructional mean
and the behavioral challenge instructional mean (t(59) = 5.420, p<.01). Table 11 provides
t-test results for the instructional subscales.
Table 11

T-Test Between General Instructional Strategies and Learning and Behavioral
Challenges
Instructional Subscale group
General
Pairs
Pairs
Learning challenge

General
Behavioral challenge

Learning challenge
Behavioral challenge

*p<.05
**p<.01

Pairs
Pairs

Pairs
Pairs

N
64
64

60
60

59
59

Mean
7.22
6.52

7.18
6.38

6.49
6.37

SD
.86
1.45

t

df

5.582**

63

5.420**

59

1.238

58

.84
1.47

1.44
1.48
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Question 1b: Do self-efficacy beliefs relating to managing behavior differ
significantly based on IEP-identified students' learning or behavioral challenges? Four
of the 12 questions on the TSES comprise the classroom management subscale. Teachers
reported their perceptions of capacity related to the control of disruptive behavior, ability
to calm a disruptive or noisy student, extent to which they can get students to follow
classroom rules, and lastly, ability to establish a classroom management system with each
group of students. Mean score for the general subscale was 7.14 (SD=1.01). The adapted
teacher self-efficacy instrument similarly contained four questions for the classroom
management subscale for the learning- and behavioral- challenge areas. Teachers
reported perceptions of capacity to control disruptive behavior, to calm a disruptive or
noisy student, ability to establish classroom management systems, and to get students to
follow rules relative to performing with students who have an IEP for learning
challenges. Teachers responded likewise in the subsequent area of the instrument in light
of students who have an IEP for behavioral challenges. The learning challenges mean
subscore for classroom management was 6.21 (SD=1.49). The behavioral challenges
subscale mean for classroom management was 5.82 (SD=1.61).
A paired t-test demonstrated a significant difference between general classroom
management subscale mean and the learning challenge management mean (t(62) = 6.843,
p<.01). Additionally, a paired t-test revealed a significant difference between the general
management mean and the behavioral challenge management mean (t(59) = 8.341,
p<.01). A paired t-test documented a significant difference between the learning
challenge management mean and the behavioral challenge mean (t(58) = 2.362, p<.05).
Table 12 provides t-test results for the classroom management subscales.
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Table 12
T-Test Between General Classroom Management and Learning and Behavioral
Challenges
Management Subscale group
General
Pairs
Learning challenge
Pairs

General
Behavioral challenge

Learning challenge
Behavioral challenge

Pairs
Pairs

Pairs
Pairs

N
63
63

60
60

59
59

Mean
7.16
6.21

7.14
5.82

6.14
5.82

SD
1.00
1.49

t

df

6.843**

62

8.341 **

59

2.362*

58

1.00
1.61

1.49
1.63

*p<.05
**p<.Ol
Question 1c: Do self-efficacy beliefs relating to student engagement differ
significantly based on IEP-identijied students' learning or behavioral challenges? Four
of the 12 questions on the TSES encompass the student engagement subscale. Teachers
reported their perceptions of capacity related to their ability to motivate students showing
low interest in school, extent to which they can help students value learning, increase
students' belief in their ability to do well, and assist families in helping students do well
in school. The mean score was 6.82 (SD=l.18). The adapted teacher self-efficacy
instrument also contained four questions for the student engagement subscale for the
learning- and behavioral- challenge areas. Teachers reported perceptions of capacity
relative to their ability to motivate students showing low interest, degree to which they
can help students value learning, elevate students' belief in their ability to do well, and
assist families in helping students do well in light of performing with students who have
an IEP for learning challenges. Teachers responded similarly in the following area of the
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instrument relative to performing with students who have an IEP for behavioral
challenges. The mean for student engagement for learning challenges was 6.02
(SD=1.51). The student engagement behavioral challenges subscale mean was 5.74.
(SD= 1.50).
A paired t-test established a significant difference between general student
engagement subscale mean and the learning challenge engagement mean (t(63) = 7.144,
p<.01). A paired t-test showed a significant difference between the general engagement
mean and the behavioral challenge engagement mean (t(59) = 7.691, p<.01). Table 13
provides t-test results for the student engagement subscales.
Table 13
T-Test Between General Student Engagement and Learning and Behavioral Challenges
Engagement Subscale group
General
Pairs
Learning challenge
Pairs

General
Behavioral challenge

Learning challenge
Behavioral challenge

Pairs
Pairs

Pairs
Pairs

N
64
64

60
60

59
59

Mean
6.84
6.02

6.77
5.74

5.93
5.77

SD
1.18
1.51

t

df

7.144**

63

7.691 **

59

1.525

58

1.19
1.50

1.49
1.49

*p<05
**p<.01
Research Question Two
Mixed methods research was used to address question two and its subparts. A
quantitative design was employed initially using the general self-efficacy means on the
TSES ranked in descending order and then separated into quartiles. Lower and upper
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quartile groups were established to represent low and high self-efficacy teachers. These
groups were used to draw the selected sample. Next, structured classroom observations
using the Classroom Observation Guide occurred with selected participants. Each
observation focused on student engagement, number of behavioral events, and teacher
instructional strategies use. The qualitative design involved capturing authentic events,
actions, and interactions in the naturalistic setting through narrative description on the

Classroom Observation Guide. Presented tasks, instructional strategies, and affective
behaviors were depicted. Follow-up interviews were subsequently used to understand
teachers' perceptions and lived experiences related to inclusive teaching though an
interview guide.

Qualitative Sample
General teacher self-efficacy means from the 65 respondents were ranked from
highest to lowest and separated by lower and upper quartiles. Sixteen general selfefficacy surveys were identified as lower quartile and an equal number was identified as
upper quartile. In the upper quartile range, ten respondents were eliminated from the
observation/interview sample due to an inability to identify the teacher on the selfefficacy survey. In the lower quartile range, thirteen respondents were not considered for
the same reason.

Low self-efficacy sample. The three lower quartile teachers, regarded as low selfefficacy, who expressed willingness to participate in the study, were contacted and all
reaffirmed interest in study participation. Two additional respondents initially considered
for lower quartile participation were removed following recalculation of teacher selfefficacy score and subsequent disqualification with quartile criteria. Low self-efficacy
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teacher means ranged from 5.33 to 6.17. Lower quartile teachers represented
Kindergarten and grades two and five. All three of the selected low self-efficacy teachers
had 6-8 years of teaching experience. Two of the three had 1-2 years of inclusive
experience and the remaining teacher indicated such experience as 2-3 years. Two
teachers rated their level of experience in working with students with disabilities as "very
little" and one rated experience as "some." The range of students with IEPs in the current
classroom ranged from 0 to more than 6. Two teachers reported no special education
coursework and the remaining teacher indicated coursework participation at 2-3. Two of
the teachers indicated workshop participation at 0-1 sessions while the third teacher in the
group reported workshop participation at 2-3.

High self-efficacy sample. Five upper quartile teachers, deemed high self-efficacy,
were contacted and agreed to participate. High self-efficacy teacher means ranged from
7.67 to 8.83. Selected teachers represented Kindergarten to grade four. Four of the five
high self-efficacy teachers had more than 8 years of teaching experience while the
remaining teacher in the group indicated 6-8 years of experience. Four of the five high
self-efficacy teachers had 2-3 years of inclusive experience and one teacher reported
inclusive experience as more than 8 years. Three of the teachers rated their level of
experience in working with students with disabilities as "some" while the remaining two
teachers rated experience level as "quite a bit." The range of students with IEPs in the
current classroom ranged from 1 to 6. Variation in special education coursework
participation was indicated. Two teachers reported no coursework, another indicated 1
course, while another reported 2-3 courses taken, and the remaining teacher indicated
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more than 3. Variation was also indicated in inclusive workshop participation. Two
teachers indicated 0-1, one indicated 2-3, and two teachers reported participation at 4-5.
Table 14 provides demographic information for observation/interview participants.
Selected teachers in each group were contacted by telephone or email based on
indicated preference on survey. Confirmation was established as to time and date of
classroom observation and follow-up interview. Each participant was sent informed
consent via email attachment and was asked to return by mail or deliver on the day of the
scheduled observation/interview.
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Table 14
Observation/Interview Participant Demographics

Megan

K

6-8

0-1

Some

0

2-3 courses

2-3

Cindy

2nd

6-8

0-1

Very little

2

None

0-1

Amanda

5th

6-8

2-3

Very little

More
than 6

None

0-1

Marilyn

K

More
than 8

2-3

Some

1

2-3 courses

0-1

Susie

2nd

6-8

2-3

Some

2

None

0-1

Samantha

3rd

More
than 8

More
than 8

Some

6

None

2-3

Alice

4th

More
than 8

2-3

Quite a bit

2

More than 3
courses

4-5

Linda

4th

More
than 8

2-3

Quite a bit

3

1 course

4-5
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*Names recorded are participant selected pseudonyms.

Mixed Methods Analysis
The secondary purpose of this study was to investigate classroom differences
between high and low self-efficacy teachers by focusing on the use of instructional
strategies, the level of student engagement, and the number of behavioral events. As
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stated in the preceding chapter, the teacher self-efficacy survey was used in ranking and
determining upper and lower quartiles. The Classroom Observation Guide (COG) and the
interview guide were used to answer question two and its subparts:
2. Do high self-efficacy teachers differ significantly from low self-efficacy teachers in
their behavior in the classroom?
a) Do high self-efficacy teachers demonstrate significantly different instructional
strategies in the classroom through more student-centered and less teachercentered instruction as compared to low self-efficacy teachers?
b) Do high self-efficacy teachers maintain greater student engagement in the
classroom as compared to low self-efficacy teachers?
c) Do high self-efficacy teachers experience fewer behavioral events in the
classroom?
The research question was addressed through a mixed design. Qualitative methods were
comprised of naturalistic observation in low and high self-efficacy teachers' classrooms
and in-depth follow-up interview. The observations were then compared across low and
high self-efficacy teachers. The qualitative methods provided an in-depth opportunity to
investigate similarities and differences between a small sample of low and high selfefficacy teachers.

Classroom observations. The Classroom Observation Guide (COG) (see
Appendix E) provided structured data collection over multiple five minute time sweeps in
a non-participatory observation. The Classroom Observation Guide (COG) was analyzed
for use of instructional strategies, the level of student engagement, and the number of
behavior events. Its large grid format divided into 24 columns by 13 rows and framed by
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a narrative recording area, facilitated systematic collection of teacher behaviors over a
pre-arranged lesson period of approximately 45 minutes. Observation concluded at lesson
transition. Content and time of day varied as teachers determined desired observation
periods. The narrative area ofthe Classroom Observation Guide (COG) was used for the
authentic recording of events, actions, and interactions. Observations targeted teachers'
use of instructional strategies, primarily through student-centered and teacher-centered
instruction, tasks presented, and affective behaviors. In addition, extensive field notes
were used to capture classroom structure, affective behaviors, and student tasks offered.
Interviews. Interview follow-up sought to understand teachers' perceptions related

to lesson flow and development as well as insights regarding student engagement,
instructional strategies, and behavior management. Follow-up interviews, of
approximately 35-45 minutes in length, were conducted using an interview guide (see
Appendix F). Prior to the start of the interview and following receipt of informed consent,
participants were reminded that interviews would be digitally recorded for transcription
to ensure accuracy. Each interview participant was provided with an interview summary
and invited to review and revise to accurately reflect personal perceptions. Interview
transcriptions were coded at the sentence level and used to generate initial codes to reflect
sentence essence. Subsequent sentences were compared to existing codes and novel codes
were created as new meaning emerged. Emergent code lists were organized into code
categories, and resultant categories were redefined as too narrow or too broad through
reiterative reflection. Categories were organized into themes and eventually synthesized
into cumulative theme lists (see Appendix L).
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The twelve questions on the TSES encompass the general teacher self-efficacy
score. Sixty-five general self-efficacy teacher means were ranked in descending order and
separated into quartiles. Upper and lower quartiles represented high and low self-efficacy
teachers respectively. Eight teachers, three low and five high, met selection criteria and
indicated willingness for participation in the classroom observation.
The quantitative results and the qualitative analysis are reported within each
subarea. Each subarea of Question two is reported separately.
2a. Do high self-efficacy teachers demonstrate significantly different instructional
strategies in the classroom through more student-centered and less teacher-centered
instruction as compared to low self-efficacy teachers? Systematic observation was used

to compare high and low self-efficacy teachers' use of student-centered versus teachercentered instruction. Teacher behaviors were marked as teacher-centered or studentcentered and were subsequently tallied for teacher-centered and student-centered
distinction and compared across low and high self-efficacy teachers. As defined in
Chapter I, teacher-centered instruction is primarily a lecture-based delivery model within
which the teacher acts as a transmitter of information to be learned (Kilgore, 2003). In
contrast, student-centered instruction is defined as learning through interaction by way of
participation in activities and experiences which allow learners to construct personal
knowledge and understanding (Kilgore, 2003). Student-centered criteria included: active
participation in the learning process and an opportunity to create own understandings. As
example, one teacher provided manipulative kits for decimal place value understanding.
Students worked in small groups and moved from concrete materials to representation
and finally to the abstract by writing in standard form. In contrast, teacher-centered

Self-efficacy Beliefs and Inclusive Classrooms 106
criteria included: instruction primarily teacher transmitted and minimal opportunities for
active involvement and for creation of personal understandings. As example, one teachercentered presentation consisted of the teacher reading aloud to the class while pointing
out various punctuation marks as the students were asked to follow along in their texts
and point to similar punctuation marks. Another teacher-centered example involved a
teacher leading the construction of a story frame on a white board. As the teacher
reviewed the story events and listed in the story frame, each student copied the story
frame in their reading journal.
The three low self-efficacy teachers demonstrated little range of use with studentcentered instruction. Teachers ranged from no use (over 9 sweeps) to a high of2
occurrences (over 12 sweeps). The low self-efficacy student-centered mean was .09
(SD=.84). The five high self- efficacy teachers showed little variance in student-centered
use. Teachers ranged from no use (over 10 sweeps) to a high of2 occurrences (over 9
sweeps). The high self-efficacy mean for student-centered use was .10 (SD=.10).
An independent t-test demonstrated no significance between low and high selfefficacy means. Table 15 provides frequency of student-centered use over time sweeps
and t-test results for student-centered means.
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Table 15

Student-centered and Teacher-centered Instruction
Name

Student
center use

Sweeps
conducted

Megan

2

12

Percent of
student-centered
use
16.7

Cindy

0

9

0

Amanda

1

10

10.0

Mean=.09

SD=.84

Marilyn

2

9

22.2

Qj

Susie

0

13

0

I.

Samantha

0

9

0

Alice

1

10

10.0

Linda

2

11

18.2

-.........
~

0=
I.
Qj

=-=-

~

Mean=.10
*p>.OS

SD=.10

Qualitative results 2a. Through comparison of narrative description on the teacher
area of the COG as captured during classroom observations, review of extensive field
notes, as well as analysis of follow-up interviews, similarities and differences in
instructional strategy use between low and high self-efficacy teachers were revealed.
Classroom observations revealed whole-group instruction as the predominant means of
delivery for both high and low self-efficacy teachers. The five high and the three low
self-efficacy teachers typically presented or led instruction and then provided follow-up
or practice activities. Little small group instruction was viewed across teacher groups.
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High self-efficacy teachers showed considerable more use of individual instructional
support. Low self-efficacy teachers used individual attention to address misbehavior.
High self-efficacy teachers demonstrated greater student involvement in questioning.
These teachers asked higher level questions and posed them to the class. Low selfefficacy teachers frequently posed lower-level questions and directed these to individual
students. High self-efficacy teachers showed substantially more use of hands-on learning.
Classroom observations showed minimal use of technology across teacher groups. High
efficacy teachers were substantially more active in the classroom and moved regularly
among students to support learning while low self-efficacy teachers typically remained
stationary at the front of the classroom. When movement occurred, it was frequently
related to student misbehavior.
In follow-up interviews, high self-efficacy teachers described themselves as doing
a variety of both student- and teacher-centered instruction. Several teachers detailed the
use of a student-centered lesson design over the middle part of the week to support the
foundational teaching presented at the start of the week. For example, Alice explained,
"Mondays and Tuesdays I teach; Wednesday, Thursday, and Friday is student-centered to
show me what foundation I have laid." Low self-efficacy teachers expressed clear
preference for teacher-centered instruction. Amanda stated, "I know I don't focus enough
on ... it's really hard to get away from ... you giving the instruction ... to focus on them
giving it ... " High self-efficacy teachers saw student-centered learning as important.
Samantha described herself as a facilitator of learning and stated, "I try to involve the
kids in most of the stuff we do. I try to be more student-centered. I work to provide
choice and try to turn their questions back to them so they think them through. Marilyn
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asserted, "So I try to turn ... to use student-centered instruction as much as I can." Low
self-efficacy teachers showed less support of student centered learning. Cindy stated, "On
occasion, we have done some rotating with centers in math."
Follow-up interviews also revealed substantially more focus on the need for fun
and novelty in instruction with high self-efficacy teachers. Linda shared, "I will often
chart which questions have the most challenges and I present it in the form of a game."
Samantha stated, "I make up a lot of songs to help with learning science, math, and social
studies content." Low self-efficacy teachers voiced no reference to the need for fun or
novelty in learning tasks. High self-efficacy teachers also expressed more focused
reinforcement strategies to support learning rather than remedial drill. Marilyn relayed,
"They might ... we might have a predictable chart-I like to eat spaghetti or somebody
might say I like to eat pizza ... or whatever, and we will have it up visually for everybody
and we'll practice reading it. Then I'll type their own sentence and we'll practice reading
it ... pointing to each word ... " Low self-efficacy teachers often addressed remediation
through repetitive drill using the same approach as initially provided. Cindy stated,
"Sometimes I teach and reteach it. I try to hit it on level and then quiz them verbally to
see what they got, if they got it, and come back to those they didn't get it."
High self-efficacy teachers also described far greater use of technology to support
learning and individual instruction. Linda shared, "The students can go to my website.
It's kid-friendly and much easier. .. " Alice stated, "From mid-week to week-end, we do a
lot of technology to support the instruction presented at the start of the week ... " Low
self-efficacy teachers made no reference to technology as a support to instruction.
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High self-efficacy teachers equated lesson success with student interest and
learning. Linda stated, "I think the lesson went well. Using the clickers went well. The
students knew the material. They loved the percentage that they ended up as a class."
Samantha shared, "The lesson went very well. The students were really interested in the
story and listened well. They were responsive and they picked up the simple machines."
Low self-efficacy teachers focused quickly on what did not go well and students'
behavior. Cindy asserted, "The ones that were on track, and I know it looked like quite a
few were not, the ones that were on track, I know they were with me." Megan declared,
"Well, for centers, I think they were a little bit more active than they should have been.
There were a couple people that came up and interrupted me and they know they weren't
supposed to do that, especially when I was testing them for interims ... "
In summary, although little difference was noted between high and low selfefficacy teachers in the use of student-centered instruction levels during the classroom
observations, teacher interviews revealed that high self-efficacy teachers see studentcentered learning as important and an area to continually address. Low self-efficacy
teachers viewed teacher-centered instruction as the key means of delivering knowledge.
High self-efficacy teachers saw the importance of student interest on and in learning.
These teachers used considerably more hands-on learning. Finally, high self-efficacy
teachers sought to practice necessary skills through fun and interactive activity while low
self-efficacy teachers tended to use repetition and drill.

2b. Do high self-efficacy teachers maintain greater student engagement in the
classroom as compared to low self-efficacy teachers? Systematic observation was used to
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compare high and low self-efficacy teachers' level of Student Engagement. Each
student's engagement was captured over each time sweep as such student was determined
to be engaged or not. The number of engaged students out of total students per classroom
sweep was used to calculate student engagement level.
Low self-efficacy student engagement levels ranged from a low of 65.6% to a
high of76.5%. The engagement mean was 72.4% (SD=5.93). High self-efficacy
engagement levels ranged from a low of85.7% to a high of93.0%. The engagement
mean was 91.0% (SD=3.05).
An independent t-test documented a significant difference between low- and highefficacy engagement means (t(6) = 6.008, p<.01). Table 16 provides engagement
percentages over sweeps and t-test results for student engagement means.
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Table 16

Student Engagement Levels
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Name

Sweeps conducted

Megan

12

Percent of
engagement
75.2

Cindy

9

65.6

Amanda

10

76.5

9

91.1
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Mean=72.4%
Marilyn

SD=5.93

Q,j

Susie

13

93.0
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Samantha

9

93.0

Alice

10

85.7

Linda

11

92.3
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6.008** 16
Mean=91.0%
**p<.01

SD=3.05

Qualitative results 2b. The COG was used to capture narrative information on
teacher behavior over multiple time sweeps in an approximate 45 minute classroom
observation. Rich field notes were also used to provide understanding of tasks presented.
Follow-up interviews were conducted and analyzed to glean teacher perceptions related
to student engagement, motivation, and efforts in increasing students' value of learning.
Similarities and differences were contrasted between low- and high self-efficacy teachers.
Classroom observations revealed a variety of presented student tasks. High self-efficacy
teachers showed greater use of tasks designed to promote connections from previous
learning to new applications. High self-efficacy teachers also showed greater use of
formative assessment designed to assist students in monitoring their own current
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understanding and as an introduction to lesson content. Substantially greater use of
cooperative tasks occurred in high self-efficacy classrooms. Students were encouraged to
work together to complete particular activities. Minimal use of cooperative tasks was
noted in low self-efficacy classrooms. Low self-efficacy classrooms showed greater
prevalence of one student performing a particular task as the remainder of the class
watched and waited. Both high and low self-efficacy teachers read aloud to students;
typically high self-efficacy teachers presented a particular task for completion during the
read aloud. For example, one high self-efficacy teacher had students note simple
machines as they were heard within the story presentation as part of a science lesson.
Low self-efficacy classrooms more typically presented a read aloud as a passive task.
In follow-up interviews, high self-efficacy teachers indicated use of particular
instructional plans or strategies to foster student engagement while low self-efficacy
teachers focused on behavioral considerations. For example, Linda stated, "Depending on
what the lesson is, I have done rhythm and rhyme. I've taught songs for social studies. I
have let them create jingles for language to help them remember the parts of speech." In
comparison, Amanda asserted," ... keep your pace fast. Watch and see when they've had
enough and stop before they lost it." High self-efficacy teachers indicated greater
emphasis on active learning as a means of promoting student engagement. Susie stated,
"We try to do things they consider fun. We do role-playing, stand up and do the dialogue
in a story, and act. Sometimes we do games ... or just anything that gets them moving."
Samantha shared, "With the activities I plan, I try to do hands-on activities. We do
morning circle every morning to get them interested in what we're doing ... "

Self-efficacy Beliefs and Inclusive Classrooms 114
Follow-up interviews also revealed a significant difference in high self-efficacy
teachers' use of reinforcement as a means to promote engagement and subsequent
learning. For example, Samantha (High SE) stated, "I reward them with the treasure box.
If they get a sticker on three papers, they can get three things from the treasure box."
Linda (High SE) simply asserted, "I definitely reinforce them." Low self-efficacy
teachers made no mention of reinforcement.
Both low and high self-efficacy teachers emphasized the importance of learning;
however, high self-efficacy teachers personally connected with students' success rather
than about learning in the abstract. Cindy (Low SE) stated, "I just try to talk learningtalk learning up. That it's exciting. I try to bring it across like, well, I didn't know about
that. Let's learn some more about that." In comparison, Marilyn (High SE) asserted,
" ... we talk to them about what they're doing now is going to make them so smart when
they get older." Linda related a story about a particular student with an attendance
concern, she stated, " ... I've been telling her the importance of school and how her grades
would increase if she stayed in school. She's been coming every day."
High self-efficacy teachers indicated greater use of specific encouragement
strategies toward inspiring student learning. Little mention was given by low self-efficacy
teachers. Marilyn shared a specific strategy related to incorporating parent notes of
encouragement as a means of promoting writing interest and value. She stated, "Having
parents ... like we make class books and when we make one, then each child takes a tum
taking it home. And I encourage to parents to write a little note telling us what good
authors we are. And so, we read those and we post those." Linda shared a specific
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strategy that she has worked with recently. She shared, "I'm in the process now of
teaching them a poem to help them believe in themselves and promoting speaking up. If
they're whispering, the kids will say, 'If you have something to say-speak up."'
In summary, although a variety of tasks were viewed over the five high and three
low self-efficacy classrooms, some substantial differences were revealed across selfefficacy levels. High self-efficacy teachers presented tasks requiring greater connections
between previous learning and new applications. High self-efficacy teachers promoted
more cooperative tasks and encouraged students to work together. Low self-efficacy
classrooms presented situations where only one student was actively involved, leaving
the remainder of the class waiting and watching. Follow-up interviews revealed
significant use of reinforcement in high self-efficacy classrooms as compared to little
mention in low self-efficacy classrooms. Finally, although the importance of learning was
emphasized by low and high self-efficacy teachers, specific connections between learning
and student success were highlighted by high self-efficacy teachers.
2c. Do high self-efficacy teachers experience fewer behavioral events in the
classroom? Systematic observation was used to compare the number of behavior events

across high and low self-efficacy teachers. Each student's behavior was noted over each
sweep. Student behavior was coded through off-task behaviors when marked as
disturbing others or playing. Off-task and passive were not coded as behavior events. The
number of student behavior events was tallied over the course of classroom sweeps. The
number of student behavioral events was tallied across high and low self-efficacy
teachers and behavioral event means were compared.
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Low self-efficacy teacher behavioral events ranged from a low of 7 (over 10
sweeps) to a high of 15 (over 9 sweeps). The mean number of behavioral events was 11.7
(SD=4.16). High self-efficacy teacher behavioral events ranged from a low of 1 (over 9
sweeps) to a high of9 (over 9 sweeps). The high self-efficacy behavioral events mean
was 4.6 (SD=3.21).
An independent t-test revealed a significant difference between low- and highefficacy behavioral event means (t(6) = 2.721, p<.05). Table 17 provides total of
behavioral events over sweeps and t-test results for behavioral events means.
Table 17

Occurrence of Behavioral Events
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Megan

12

Total
behavioral
events
13

Cindy

9
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Qualitative results 2c. Teacher behaviors were captured through narrative
description. Extensive field notes provided detail about affective teacher behaviors.
Follow-up interviews were conducted and analyzed to understand teacher perceptions
related to observed classroom behavior and its typicality, perceived skill in behavior
management, behavior plan use and effectiveness, class rules execution, and classroom
atmosphere. Similarities and differences were compared between low- and high selfefficacy teachers. Considerable distinction was noted between the affective behaviors of
the two teacher groups. High self-efficacy teachers routinely praised students, and this
was often quite enthusiastic. This was not the case in low self-efficacy classrooms. A
positive and encouraging tone was typically maintained in high self-efficacy classrooms,
and teachers regularly recognized students' answers. Low self-efficacy classrooms
showed little teacher-student interaction unless it involved a student's misbehavior. High
self-efficacy teachers were completely invested in learning tasks while less connection
was noted in low self-efficacy classrooms. Teacher proximity was significantly closer in
high self-efficacy classrooms. Teachers tended to smile more and lightly touched
students' shoulders or elbows as they walked through the classroom to regularly check
student progress. High self-efficacy teachers provided their full focus to students needing
assistance and typically demonstrated sensitivity to particular needs or concerns. This
was not the situation in low self-efficacy classrooms. Low self-efficacy teachers appeared
more emotionally distant and showed little sense of humor. Such teachers showed little
flexibility and were more task directed.
In follow-up interviews, high and low self-efficacy teachers described their
perceptions of students' behavior over the course of the classroom observation. High self-
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efficacy teachers were positively focused and exuded a sense of pride in students'
behavior. For example, Susie shared, "The students were very well behaved. Their
behavior was quite typical during the lesson." Linda responded with details of the
students' performance within the class management system. She emphasized, "I thought
they did well. I normally start them off with 100 points and they maintained their score ...
They maintained their score of94; so ... which meant only a couple of people got out of
line and they knew how to get each other back in check ... " Low self-efficacy teachers
were generally negative and had a disclaimer if the observed behavior had differed from
the typical situation. For example, Amanda relayed that the students' behavior was
probably a little smoother than typical. She stated, "Probably because they haven't been
in-in so long." Cindy conveyed a clear sense of negativism. She relayed that there was
lots of talking and calling her name. Asked if what she described was a typical day, she
stated, "Afraid so."
Teacher interviews provided perceptions regarding level of skill in behavior
management. High self-efficacy teachers were confident in their abilities. For example,
Alice shared, "I really just never had a problem with behavior ... at all. Even when Central
Office comes down, they're like ... 'Your rapport with the kids is phenomenal.' Because
with my children, all I have to do is show up." Low self-efficacy teachers generally
relayed far less confidence. For example, Cindy shared, "The whole time I've been
teaching, classroom management ... has been my downfall. Inclusive or not. Disabilities
or not."
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Teachers also relayed their perceptions concerning the use of a specific behavior
plan as well as its effectiveness. High efficacy teachers generally used a specific plan and
spoke of the positive effects on students' behavior. For example, Samantha stated, "I use
a behavior chart and the color system. It's called Daisy's Dos." She described its
effectiveness and detailed how it supported her work with students with special needs.
She stated, "I think the classroom management system is effective. But, the way I usually
do it is, I have this kind of system too. I have a behavior checklist, and this works really
well, especially handling special ed. children." Low self-efficacy teachers tended to use a
less precise system and were generally negative about the effects. For example, Cindy
stated, "I have read so many books ... and so many pulling from here, pulling from there,
that doesn't work with that child, this might work with this child, that it is really
piecemeal." She described her plan's effectiveness by stating that the system was
absolutely not working. She went on to add, "And notes home don't work, I've tried
that."
As teachers described their use of behavior systems, the use of incentives as a
means for promoting positive behavior was only noted with high self-efficacy teachers.
As example, Linda shared, "I give them money based on having their assignment pad
signed for the week or finishing their homework. They get money in their account. And
on Fridays, they're able to purchase." Low self-efficacy teachers spoke of consequences
and the need for more. For example, Cindy stated, "I'm not able to give consequences
like I'd like to. We can't take PE away; recess is lumped into PE. I really don't want to
keep them from library or art because that's something I feel like they need.
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As an extension to behavior plan use, teachers also described their perceptions
related to their efforts in supporting classroom rules execution. High self-efficacy
teachers generally had specific things that they did to promote rule compliance and
conveyed proactive routines. These included such things as co-constructing classroom
rules, praising and rewarding good behavior, and practicing established rules early and
often. Low self-efficacy teachers tended to use reactive strategy to chastise misbehavior.
For example, Amanda stated, "I stop, reiterate, wait until they are doing what they are
supposed to do." Cindy saw administrators as a way of addressing rule compliance. She
stated, I generally think of principals, as the ones above me, that I would send children to
that could not listen and had not followed the rules ... "
As teachers described their perceptions regarding the use of behavior plans, the
plan effectiveness, and classroom routines toward rule execution, high and low selfefficacy teachers conveyed distinct differences in classroom atmosphere and teacherstudent relationships. High self-efficacy teachers spoke of their students' respect and
affection for them while low self-efficacy teachers indicated concern with respect. For
example, Samantha shared, "When they say things like you're the best teacher ... and you
really make learning fun, I feel like I'm doing okay." In the same vein, Linda stated, "A
lot of them don't want to disappoint me simply because you have those who say, 'That's
my favorite teacher, I want to be in there."' In contrast Cindy relayed her perceptions of
the lack of respect or acknowledgement ofher role. She shared, "The students aren't
thinking of me as a teacher, they are more thinking of me, not as a buddy, but someone in
there with them. A typical day includes lots of talking, lots of calling my name, lots of
getting out of their seats, and coming up to me with questions, rather than raising their
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hands and waiting." Amanda indicated the need to continually remain alert and on guard
with students. She stated, "The more accustomed they are with each other, the more
comfortable you get, the more relaxed you get, the more the teacher has to make sure to
stay on top. Their best behavior just disappears."
In summary, considerable differences were noted between the affective behaviors
of high and low self-efficacy teachers. Follow-up interviews also revealed distinctions
between perceptions of classroom management skill, specific plan use and subsequent
effects, efforts toward classroom rule execution, and classroom atmosphere. High selfefficacy teachers were positive-focused, fully invested in students' learning tasks, used
close proximity to support learning, recognized students' answers, and provided full
focus to students needing greater assistance. Low self-efficacy teachers had limited
teacher-student interaction unrelated to student behavior, were emotionally distant, and
task completion focused. Follow-up interviews revealed perceptions of clear confidence
in high self-efficacy teachers' classroom management skill. Low self-efficacy teachers
conveyed far less confidence in this area. High self-efficacy teachers indicated specific
behavior plan use and positive effects while low self-efficacy teachers used less precise
plans and noted negative effects. High self-efficacy teachers used incentives to support
positive classroom behavior while low self-efficacy teachers focused on the need for
consequences. High self-efficacy teachers were proactive in setting a foundation for
classroom rule compliance while low self-efficacy teachers were more reactive in day to
day encounters. Finally, classroom atmosphere and perceptions of respect showed
marked differences between the high and low self-efficacy teachers. High self-efficacy
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teachers described teacher-student connections while low self-efficacy teachers sought to
remain in control.
Research Question Three
Question three of this study was primarily addressed through a quantitative design
as participants responded with perceptions of training received, subsequent follow-up,
and their actual skill implementation in the inclusive classroom on an unpublished
professional development survey (see Appendix C). Responses were derived from
general education classroom teachers who are currently teaching or have previously
taught students with disabilities for a portion of the day. The quantitative sample was
previously addressed in question one. In addition, question three was extended through
qualitative data gathered as part of the in-depth follow-up interview using a portion of the
interview guide (see Appendix F). The final area of the guide centers on professional
development participation regarding inclusive teaching. Selected participants, established
initially using the ranked general self-efficacy means on the TSES and subsequently
separated into quartiles for lower and upper group distinction and established as low and
high self-efficacy teachers, responded with a professional development activity that stood
out as helpful in preparation for inclusive teaching and resultant learning and
instructional impact. The qualitative sample was previously addressed in question two.
Quantitative results for each subarea of Question three are reported initially and these are
followed by the qualitative extension relating to the helpful professional development
activity.
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Professional Development Analysis
The tertiary purpose of this study was to understand the role of professional
development relative to teacher preparation for the inclusive classroom. As stated in the
previous chapter, the unpublished Professional Development and the Inclusive Classroom
Survey was used to answer question three and its subparts:
3. What skill and knowledge areas undergirding inclusive education receive
follow-up and are implemented in the general education inclusion classrooms
as reported by the study participants from professional development
opportunities or formats?
a) What skill and knowledge areas have the general education teachers in this
study participated in?
b) What was the professional development delivery format?
c) What level of subsequent follow-up was provided?
d) What do teachers report concerning their level of implementation in their
classrooms?
The research question was addressed through a quantitative design as respondents
indicated the professional development delivery format in skill or knowledge areas in
which they had participated, subsequent level of follow-up, and perceptions of classroom
implementation using a 5-point scale on Professional Development and the Inclusive
Classroom Survey (PDIC) (see Appendix C). The format descriptors ranged from "Sit
and Get" to "Active learning," the follow-up descriptors spanned from "None at all" to
"Extensive support," and skill implementation ranged from "Not at all" to "Consistently
use." See Appendix N for full frequency and percentage information.
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3a. What skill and knowledge areas have the general education teachers in this
study participated in? Respondents indicated professional development experience on ten
items related to skill or knowledge areas deemed as needed for successful teaching in
inclusive classrooms. Respondents indicated participation within each of the ten skill or
knowledge areas through use of the Professional Development Delivery Format column
using the 5-Point scale. Nonparticipation was indicated through use of NA in each of the
ten items.
Participant responses to the ten items varied from 61 to 62. Five of the items were
completed by 61 respondents and the remaining five items were completed by 62
respondents. Modifying Instruction and Varying Grouping Practices were indicated as
areas of greatest participation. Both areas had a participation level of96.7%. The area
with least participation was Using Positive Behavior Supports (86.9%). Table 18
provides frequency and percentage information on occurrence or non occurrence for each
professional development skill or knowledge area. Low and high self-efficacy teachers
reported comparable levels of participation in each of the ten skill and knowledge areas.
Table 19 provides percentage information on professional development participation
between high and low self-efficacy teacher groups.
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Table 18

Professional Development Participation
Participation level
f %

Nonparticipation level
f %

Skill or Knowledge Area

n

Modifying Instruction

61

59 96.7

2

3.3

Varying Grouping Practices

62

60 96.7

2

3.2

Differentiated Assessment

61

58 95.1

3

4.9

Managing Behavior Problems

61

55 90.1

6

9.8

Activity -based Learning

62

55 88.7

7

11.3

Effective Questioning

62

55 88.7

3

11.3

Adapting Curriculum and
Materials

62

55 88.7

7

11.3

Use of Accommodations and
Modifications

61

54 88.5

7

11.5

Motivating Disengaged Learners

62

54 87.1

8

12.9

Using Positive Behavior Supports 61

53 86.9

8

13.1

Self-efficacy Beliefs and Inclusive Classrooms 126
Table 19
Professional Development Participation by High- and Low Self-efficacy Teacher Groups
Skill or Knowledge Area

Percent of Low
Self-efficacy Participation
%
n
Varying Grouping Practices
30
100

Percent of High
Self-efficacy Participation
%
n
32 93.8

Modifying Instruction

30

100

31

93.5

Differentiated Assessment

29

100

32

90.6

Activity -based Learning

30

96.7

32

81.3

Managing Behavior Problems

30

90.0

31

90.3

Effective Questioning

30

90.0

32

87.5

Use of Accommodations and
Modifications

30

90.0

31

87.1

Motivating Disengaged Learners

30

90.0

32

84.4

Adapting Curriculum and
Materials

30

86.7

32

90.6

Using Positive Behavior Supports

30

83.3

31

90.3

3b. What was the professional development delivery format? Respondents
reported professional development format delivery on the ten skill and knowledge area
items relative to successful teaching in inclusive classrooms. Respondents indicated
format delivery for each of the ten areas through use of the Professional Development
Delivery Format column using the five point scale. Anchored at 1 -"Sit and Get," 3Some activity, and 5- "Active learning." Responses 2 and 4 did not have anchors.
Participant responses indicating participation within each skill or knowledge area
provided information as to the workshop format information. Cumulative frequencies
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across delivery format revealed "Some Activity" as the predominant activity format
(27.5%) while the least common was "2" (14.1 %) that is, beyond "Sit and Get" but not to
the level of"Some Activity." "Sit and Get" ranked close to this level (16.1 %) while "4"
and "Active Learning" fell above the twenty percent range (21.1% and 21.3%
respectively).
The area of Activity-based learning had the highest mean response (M= 3.55)
indicating that respondents perceived this skill or knowledge area as providing
considerable active learning opportunity. The area of Use of Accommodations and
Modifications had the lowest mean response (M=2.80) indicating this area as providing
minimal opportunity for active learning. Table 20 provides mean response, mode, and
relative percent information on format delivery for each professional development skill or
knowledge area. Low self-efficacy teachers reported considerably higher levels of "Sit
and Get" participation in Use of Accommodations and Modifications and in
Differentiated Assessment than high self-efficacy teachers. Table 21 provides percentage
information on "Sit and Get" participation between high- and low self-efficacy teacher
groups.
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Table 20
Professional Development Delivery Format

Skill or Knowledge

n

Sit and
Get

2

Some
activity

*%

*%

*%

4

Active
learning

*%

Mean
Response

*%

Activity -based
Learning

55

5.5

7.3

25.5

23.6

3.55

Varying Grouping
Practices
Using Positive Behavior
Supports

60

11.7

6.7

25.0

25.0

3.45

53

17.0

15.1

3.26

Differentiated
Assessment
Modifying Instruction

58

15.5

13.8

3.24

59

15.3

13.6

3.22

Effective Questioning

55

14.5

14.5

25.5

Adapting Curriculum
and Materials

55

16.4

21.8

20.0

Motivating Disengaged
Learners

54

16.7

14.8

Managing Behavior
Problems

55

20.0

Use of Accommodations
and Modifications

54

3.18
18.2

3.05

13.0

2.98

18.2

12.7

2.85

11.1

22.2

2.80

Note: Shaded boxes represent the mode at each skill or knowledge area.
*Relative percents
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Table 21

Sit and Get Participation by High- and Low Self-efficacy Teacher Groups
Skill or Knowledge Area

Percent of Low
Self-efficacy Participation
%
n

Percent of High
Self-efficacy Participation
n
%

Use of Accommodations and
Modifications

27

37.0

27

22.2

Differentiated Assessment

29

24.1

29

6.9

Managing Behavior Problems

27

22.2

28

17.9

Adapting Curriculum and
Materials

26

19.2

29

13.8

Motivating Disengaged Learners

27

18.5

27

14.8

Effective Questioning

27

18.5

28

10.7

Using Positive Behavior Supports

25

16.0

28

17.9

Modifying Instruction

26

13.3

29

17.2

Varying Grouping Practices

30

6.7

30

16.7

Activity -based Learning

29

0

26

11.5

3c. What level of subsequent follow-up was provided? Respondents reported
professional development follow-up received on the ten skill and knowledge area items
supportive of successful teaching in inclusive classrooms. Respondents indicated support
level provided following participation in each of the ten areas through the use of the

Follow-up received column using the five point scale ranging from 1 -"None at all,"- 3,
"Extensive support"- 5. There were no anchors at 2 and 4. Respondents indicated NAif
no professional development had been received within a particular skill or knowledge
area.
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Cumulative frequencies across follow-up levels revealed "Some support" as the
predominant follow-up level (27.0%) while the least common was "Extensive support"
(14.2%). "None at all" ranked close to this level (15.3%). The continuum level of"2,"
that is, greater than "None at all" but not to the level of"Some support" and "4," meaning
above the level of "Some support" but not to the level of "Extensive support," fell above
the twenty percent range (24.3% and 26.4% respectively).
Participants' responses indicating some level of follow-up subsequent to
professional development participation were tallied. Mean response, mode, and relative
percents were calculated based on perceptions of actual follow-up. The area of Effective
Questioning had the highest mean response (M=3.46) indicating that respondents
perceived considerable follow-up support. The area of Motivating Disengaged Learners
had the lowest mean response (M=2.58) indicating that respondents perceived minimal
follow-up support. Table 22 provides mean response, mode, and relative percent
information on follow-up received for each professional development skill or knowledge
area. High self-efficacy teachers reported receiving considerably greater levels of
extensive support than low self-efficacy teachers in Differentiated Assessment, Effective
Questioning, and in Motivating Disengaged Learners. Low self-efficacy teachers reported
receiving substantially greater levels of no or minimal (level 2) support than high selfefficacy teachers in Varying Grouping Practices, Motivating Disengaged Learners, and in
Managing Behavior Problems. Table 23 provides percentage information on low and high
levels of follow-up support between high- and low self-efficacy teacher groups.
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Table 22
Professional Development Follow-up Received

Skill or Knowledge

n

None
at all
*%

2
*%

Some
support
*%

Mean
Response

*%

Extensive
support
*%

4

Effective Questioning

54

14.8

24.1

22.2

11.1

3.46

Using Positive
Behavior Supports

51

7.8

17.6

19.6

21.6

3.29

Varying Grouping
Practices

59

8.5

22.0

20.3

20.3

3.22

Differentiated
Assessment

57

14.0

22.8

17.5

17.5

3.02

Modifying
Instruction

57

10.5

17.5

15.8

2.98

Adapting Curriculum
and Materials
Activity -based
Learning

54

18.5

25.9

13.0

2.87

53

17.0

20.8

9.4

2.85

Use of
Accommodations and
Modifications
Managing Behavior
Problems

53

9.4

22.6

2.83

53

20.8

5.7

2.70

Motivating
Disengaged Learners

53

18.9

3.8

2.58

18.9

Note: Shaded boxes represent the mode at each skill or knowledge area.
*Relative percents
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Table 23
Level of Follow-up Support Provided by High- and Low Self-efficacy Teacher Groups

Skill or Knowledge Area

Percent receiving
Level4/Extensive support

Percent receiving
None at all/Level2

Differentiated Assessment

High
46.4

Low
17.2

High
32.1

Low
41.4

Varying Grouping Practices

44.8

36.7

24.1

36.7

Using Positive Behavior Supports 44.4

37.5

29.6

20.8

Effective Questioning

44.4

22.2

40.7

37.0

Adapting Curriculum and
Materials

39.3

38.5

46.4

46.2

Modifying Instruction

37.9

30.8

44.8

42.3

Use of Accommodations and
Modifications

33.3

28.6

48.1

50.0

Activity -based Learning

32.0

28.6

36.0

39.3

Motivating Disengaged Learners

30.8

14.8

42.3

55.6

Managing Behavior Problems

25.9

26.9

51.9

34.6

3d. What do teachers report concerning their level of implementation in their
classrooms? Respondents reported perceptions of implementation relative to the ten skill

and knowledge areas needed for successful teaching in inclusive classrooms.
Respondents indicated perceived implementation level following professional
development participation in each of the ten areas through the use of the Implementation
in the classroom column using the five point scale ranging from "Not at all" to "Use

consistently." Respondents indicated NAif no professional development had been
received within a particular skill or knowledge area.

Self-efficacy Beliefs and Inclusive Classrooms 133
Cumulative frequencies across implementation levels showed the continuum level
of"4," meaning above the level of"Some use" but not to the point of"Use consistently,"
as the leading implementation level (33.8%) while the least typical was "Not at all"
(1.3%). "Use consistently" ranked close to top level (30.9%) while the level of"Some
use" was relatively comparable (28.0%). The continuum level of"2", that is, beyond a
level of"Not at all" but not to the point of"Some use" fell close to the least indicated
range (6.0%).
The skill or knowledge area with the highest mean response, indicating
considerable use following professional development participation, was Using Positive
Behavior Supports (M=4.19). The lowest mean response was Motivating Disengaged
Learners (M=3.53), indicating minimal level ofuse. The three areas ofUsing Positive
Behavior Supports, Varying Grouping Practices, and Adapting Curriculum and
Modifications showed the highest implementation levels as level 4 and "Use
consistently" were collapsed (76.9%, 72.9%, and 70.4% respectively). "Not at all" and
level 2 were collapsed to determine the highest areas of low implementation. Motivating
Disengaged Learners and Differentiated Assessment showed high levels of minimal use
(13.2% and 12.3% respectively). Table 24 provides mean response, mode, and relative
percent information on implementation levels for each professional development skill or
knowledge area. (See Appendix N for complete frequency and percentage information.)
High self-efficacy teachers reported considerably greater levels of use in the
classroom than low self-efficacy teachers in six skill and knowledge areas. These
included: Using Positive Behavioral Supports, Activity-based Learning, Use of
Accommodations and Modifications, Effective Questioning, Differentiated Assessment,
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and Motivating Disengaged Learners. Table 25 provides percentage information on low
and high levels of perceived implementation between high- and low self-efficacy teacher
groups.
Table 24
Professional Development Implementation

Skill or Knowledge

n

Not at
all

2
*%

Some
use
*%

*%

4
*%

Use
consistently

Mean
Response

*%

Using Positive
Behavior Supports

52

1.9

1.9

19.2

28.8

4.19

Varying Grouping
Practices

59

0

5.1

22.0

28.8

4.12

Modifying
Instruction

57

0

3.5

28.1

33.3

4.00

Activity -based
Learning
Adapting Curriculum
and Materials
Managing Behavior
Problems

53

1.9

3.8

28.3

54

1.9

9.3

18.5

55

0

1.8

Use of
53
Accommodations and
Modifications
Differentiated
57
Assessment
Effective Questioning 54

1.9

9.4

1.8

10.5

29.8

0

5.6

29.6

Motivating
Disengaged Learners

3.8

9.4

53

3.85
27.8

3.85

29.1

3.84
3.81

26.3

Note: Shaded boxes represent the mode at each skill or knowledge area.
*Relative percents

3.75
3.74
18.9

3.53
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Table 25
Perceived Implementation Levels by High- and Low Self-efficacy Teacher Groups

Skill or Knowledge Area

Percent
Level4/Use consistently

Percent
Not at all/Level2

High
Using Positive Behavior Supports 82.1

Low
69.2

High
3.6

Low
3.8

Activity -based Learning

80.8

51.7

7.7

3.4

Use of Accommodations and
Modifications

75.0

50.0

3.6

17.9

Adapting Curriculum and
Materials

73.3

69.2

6.7

15.4

Varying Grouping Practices

73.3

73.3

3.3

6.7

Effective Questioning

72.4

59.3

6.9

3.7

Modifying Instruction

70.0

69.0

3.3

3.4

Differentiated Assessment

65.5

51.7

6.9

20.7

Motivating Disengaged Learners

63.0

40.7

11.1

14.8

Managing Behavior Problems

62.1

53.6

0

3.6

The relationship between perceptions of professional development format
delivery and implementation was explored using bivariate correlations. Analysis of the
data documented a significant, positive relationship between the format delivery and the
perceived implementation level of each of the ten skill and knowledge areas. The
correlations ranged from .38 to .67 (p<.Ol). The strongest correlations were indicated in
Differentiated Assessment (r=.67, p<.Ol), Motivating Disengaged Learners (r=.59,
p<.Ol), and Activity-based Learning (r=.58, p<.Ol). Further analysis revealed significant,
positive correlations between the implementation level of modifying instruction with the
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format delivery of each skill area. The strongest correlation was indicated with Varying
Grouping Practices (r=.67, p<.01). Table 26 provides the means and standard deviations
of format delivery and perceived implementation. Table 27 outlines the correlations
between delivery format and perceived implementation.
Table 26

Means and Standard Deviations of Format Delivery and Perceived Implementation
Skill or Knowledge Area

Format Delivery

Implementation Level

N

Mean SD

N

Mean SD

Using Positive Behavior Supports 53

3.26 1.46

52

4.19 .95

Varying Grouping Practices

60

3.45 1.27

59

4.12 .93

Modifying Instruction

59

3.22 1.34

57

4.00 .89

Adapting Curriculum and
Materials

55

3.05 1.37

54

3.85 1.00

Activity-based Learning

55

3.55 1.10

53

3.85 .93

Managing Behavior Problems

55

2.85 1.30

55

3.84 .88

Use of Accommodations and
Modifications

54

2.80 1.53

53

3.81 1.06

Differentiated Assessment

58

3.24 1.38

57

3.75 1.07

Effective Questioning

55

3.18 1.29

54

3.74 .78

Motivating Disengaged Learners

54

2.98 1.25

53

3.53 1.03
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Table 27

Correlation of Delivery Format to Level of Perceived Implementation (N=48)
2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

1. Implementation

.48** .67** .58** .59** .38** .47** .48** .54** .55** .49**

2. Modifying
Instruction

.48** .38** .43** .48** .41 ** .47** .67** .43** .39** .41 **

3. Differentiated
Assessment
4. Activity-based
Learning
5. Motivating
Disengaged Learners
6. Effective
Questioning
7. Using Positive
Behavior Supports
8. Varying Grouping
Practices
9. Managing Behaviors
Problems
10. Use of Accommodations
and Modifications
11. Adapting Curriculum
and Instruction

.67** .28*

.53** .43*

.48** .40** .33*

.42** .42**

.58** .53** .48** .43** .39** .32*

.43** .44**

.59** .46** .31*

.38** .25

.24

.42** .49** .52**

.29*

.25

.47** .32*

.31 *

.39** .32*

.48** .08

.24

.34*

.42**

.25

.54** .41 ** .36**

.55** .50**

.49**

*p< .. 05
**p<.01

The relationship between perceptions of professional development follow-up
support and implementation was also explored using bivariate correlations. Analysis of
the data revealed a significant, positive relationship between the follow-up support level
and perceived level of implementation of each of the ten skill and knowledge areas. The
correlations ranged from .33 to .67 (p<.Ol). The strongest correlations were indicated in
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Differentiated Assessment (r=.67, p<.Ol), Motivating Disengaged Learners (r=.65,
p<.Ol), Use of Accommodations and Modifications (r=.59, p<.Ol), Managing Behavior
Problems (r=.59, p<.Ol), and Activity-based Learning (r=.58, p<.Ol). Further analysis
indicated significant, positive correlations between the implementation level of
Motivating Disengaged Learners with the follow-up support level of each skill area. The
strongest correlations were revealed in Motivating Disengaged Learners (r=.65, p<.Ol),
Adapting Curriculum and Instruction (r=.58, p<.Ol), and Use of Accommodations and
Modifications (r=.57, p<.Ol). Table 28 provides the means and standard deviations of
follow-up support and perceived implementation. Table 29 outlines the correlations
between follow-up support and perceived implementation.
Table 28

Means and Standard Deviations of Follow-up Support and Perceived Implementation
Skill or Knowledge Area

Follow-up Support

Implementation Level

N

Mean SD

N

Mean SD

Using Positive Behavior Supports 51

3.29 1.22

52

4.19 .95

Varying Grouping Practices

59

3.22 1.25

59

4.12 .93

Modifying Instruction

57

2.98 1.25

57

4.00 .89

Adapting Curriculum and
Materials

54

2.87 1.35

54

3.85 1.00

Activity-based Learning

53

2.85 1.22

53

3.85 .93

Managing Behavior Problems

53

2.70 1.17

55

3.84 .88

Use of Accommodations and
Modifications

53

2.83 1.49

53

3.81 1.06

Differentiated Assessment

57

3.02 1.30

57

3.75 1.07
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Effective Questioning

54

2.91 1.23

54

3.74 .78

Motivating Disengaged Learners

53

2.58 1.12

53

3.53 1.03

Table 29
Correlation of Follow-up Support to Level of Perceived Implementation (N=48)
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

1. Implementation

.65** .42** .59** .58** .67** .58** .33*

2. Motivating
Disengaged Learners

.65** .50** .57** .49** .35*

3. Modifying
Instruction
4. Use of Accommodations
and Modifications
5. Managing Behaviors
Problems
6. Differentiated
Assessment
7. Activity-based
Learning
8. Effective
Questioning
9. Using Positive
Behavior Supports
10. Adapting Curriculum
and Instruction

11. Varying Grouping
Practices

*p<.. 05
**p<.Ol

.58** .34*

10

11

.46** .49** .48**

.48** .49** .31*

.42** .36** .49** .48** .33*
.59** .38** .35*

9

.58** .42**

.38** .47** .33*

.44** .47** .34*

.32*

.52** .48**

.39** .43** .51** .51** .35**

.67** .27*

.49** .36*

.29*

.58** .40** .37** .32*
.33*

.19

.31*

.27*
.30*
.30*

.46** .42** .31 *
.49**

.43**

.48**
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Professional Development Qualitative Extension
As an extension to the quantitative analysis, the eight participants selected for the
qualitative sample shared their perceptions regarding a professional development activity
which stood out as helpful in preparation for teaching in an inclusive classroom and has
actually impacted instruction. One multi-part question from the Interview Guide (see
Appendix F) was used to delve into participants' thoughts regarding actual learning and
the resulting impact on instruction.
Participants' shared professional development experiences ranged widely. The
eight teachers varied in their inclusive teaching experience and in their comfort in
meeting the numerous challenges within the classroom. Teacher comfort levels ranged
from Samantha, who stated she had lots of experience in the inclusive setting and had
worked with lots of different children, to Amanda, who stated that her experience came
"by fire last year." Several teachers were quick to state their limited professional
development opportunities related to teaching students with special needs. Susie stated,
"We really haven't had that much training. I know we had one little workshop that we
went to." Marilyn shared, "My professional development related to this is probably low
level." Other teachers shared their thoughts about the inadequacies of previous training
and lamented the lack of practical application to the classroom. Amanda asserted, "The
training session was nothing that actually would apply to something you would use in the
classroom." Marilyn shared that no intensive training had been provided. She went
further, "Never anything practical."
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Several teachers spoke of meeting their professional development needs through
collegial connections while others spoke of independent efforts to support particular areas
of need. Susie openly stated her reliance on the Special Education teacher and relayed her
many lessons learned via her guidance. She considered her most helpful professional
development experience working collaboratively with this teacher to develop and refine
classroom lessons. Susie shared that since she has never had a student included for
reading before this year, she has really needed the weekly support to develop and adjust
reading plans relative to specific student needs. In a similar approach, Samantha detailed
her professional development experience as occurring through the wisdom of other
teachers, primarily special educators. She shared that as a result of brainstorming and
collaborating, she has become more insightful regarding students' needs and more
tolerant. Cindy shared her efforts in searching for anything she can get hold of related to
her concerns with discipline. She shared her experiences in reviewing particular books,
tapes, and areas on the Internet. She also described her need for further reading
understanding. She shared her concerns with addressing foundational skills and her need
to better address the developmental progression. She described her most helpful
professional development experience as occurring through a particular website operating
in a threaded discussion style format. She enthusiastically shared her ability to submit a
specific question related to reading and receiving responses from teachers around the
country offering specific suggestions. She proudly stated that she had tried quite a
number of these, and some had been successful while others had not.
A more traditional professional development experience was relayed by Amanda.
She described a semester long course as leading her to develop a "toolbox" of reading
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strategies. As a result of the course, she now selects a particular comprehension focus and
plans her lesson around this. She described this course as greatly impacting her
instruction and leading her to better support students' reading development.
Three teachers described helpful learning as a result of workshop participation.
Marilyn described the powerful learning she received through a poverty focused
workshop. She acknowledged in advance that even though the workshop was not related
to particular skills in the classroom, she learned more about seeing children and their
parents as unique individuals than she has ever experienced in years of professional
workshops. As a result of the workshop, she has revamped her homework system and
worked to provide greater levels of resources to support home efforts. Megan described a
particular workshop as demonstrating the power and possibilities of co-teaching. As a
result of the workshop, she is now meeting regularly with the grade level assigned special
educator to plan and develop weekly grade level lesson plans to better meet students'
needs. Alice described a particular workshop as helping her become more flexible in her
approach with students. As a result, she has become much more hands-on in her
instruction and better utilizes adult support to facilitate more small-group instruction.
In a very different approach to professional development, Linda described a
particular kit that she used to develop her skills in teaching language arts with jingles and
rhymes to better meet students' needs. She has used this approach across subject areas to
assist with science and social studies recall. She described this approach as supportive of
instruction as well as student engagement.
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Although the eight teachers relayed a variety of professional development
experiences, some traditional, others quite unconventional, all felt as though their
particular needs were addressed. Some described their heightened understanding of
student differences, others focused more on skill development, and others have become
more collaborative in their work to better support instruction.
Summary
This chapter presented the results of a mixed-methods research study designed to
determine the extent of differences in general educators' self-efficacy beliefs relative to
use of instructional strategies, student engagement, and behavior events based on rEPidentified students' learning or behavioral challenges in the classroom. Sixty-five general
educators who were currently teaching or had previously taught students with disabilities
for at least a portion of the day responded to the Teacher Sense ofSelf-Efficacy Scale
(TSES) as well as an adapted version of the scale designed to understand teacher beliefs
relative to performing with students who have an IEP for a learning or behavioral
challenge. In addition, the chapter presented quantitative and qualitative results of
classroom observation and follow-up interviews with five high- and three low selfefficacy teachers to determine the level of difference in teacher behaviors regarding the
use of instructional strategies, behavior events, and student engagement. Finally, the
chapter presented perceptions of professional development experience relating to skill
and knowledge areas supportive of inclusive teaching. The role of delivery format and
follow-up support were explored in relation to teachers' perceptions of implementation
level in the classroom. The chapter concluded with a qualitative extension as part of the
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follow-up interview related to a helpful professional development experience supportive
of preparation for teaching in the inclusive classroom and which has had actual impact on
instruction.
Quantitative results on the TSES and the adapted scale relating to self-efficacy
beliefs with IEP-identified learning or behavioral challenges were used to answer
question one. Significant differences were found between general self-efficacy and all
three subscales for both students with learning and behavioral challenges. A significant
difference was also found between the self-efficacy means for students with learning
challenges and for students with behavioral challenges. In addition, a significant
difference was found between the learning challenge management subscale mean and the
behavioral challenge management mean.
Mixed-methods results with the qualitative sample included observation using the
Classroom Observation Guide (see Appendix E) and interview using the interview guide
(see Appendix F). Respondents' general self-efficacy means were ranked and then
separated into quartiles. Upper and lower levels represented high and low self-efficacy
teachers respectively. Five teachers were selected from the high self-efficacy group and
three were selected from the low self-efficacy group. One classroom observation was
conducted in each of the eight teachers' classrooms using multiple five minute time
sweeps. High and low self-efficacy teachers were compared. Student engagement and
behavior events were noted. Teacher behaviors were recorded for teacher-centered and
student-centered instruction. Follow-up interviews with each teacher were conducted
using the interview guide. Cumulative theme tables (see Appendix L) were generated and
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were based on the TSES, inclusive preparation, and the classroom observation
experience. An independent t-test conducted on student-centered means over five minute
time sweeps between high and low self-efficacy teachers was not significant. An
independent t- test conducted on student engagement was significant between low and
high self-efficacy student engagement means over five minute time sweeps. Also, an
independent t-test was conducted and showed a significant difference between low and
high self-efficacy behavioral event means over five minute time sweeps.
Professional development perceptions on the Professional Development and the
Inclusive Classroom Survey were reported in frequency counts and relative percentages.

Professional development preparation was tallied for participation and nonparticipation
levels over the ten skill and knowledge areas deemed as needed for successful inclusive
teaching. Professional development delivery formats were tallied over each area on a
five- level continuum from "Sit and Get" to "Active Learning." "Some activity" was
reported as the predominant activity format. Professional development follow-up support
levels were tallied over each area on a five-level continuum from "None at all" to
"Extensive Support." "Some support" was reported as the predominant follow-up level.
Perceptions of professional development implementation were tallied over each area on a
five-level continuum from "Not at all" to "Use consistently." The predominant level of
use was the ranking of "4," meaning above the level of "Some use" but not to the level of
"Use consistently." Bivariate correlations were conducted between the professional
development format delivery and perceived implementation level and revealed
significant, positive relationships. Bivariate correlations were conducted similarly

Self-efficacy Beliefs and Inclusive Classrooms 146
between follow-up support and perceived implementation level. Significant, positive
relationships were indicated.
A summary of findings, conclusions, implications, and recommendations follows
in Chapter V.

CHAPTER V: CONCLUSIONS
Introduction
The mounting thrust to teach ever-increasing numbers of students with disabilities
in the general education setting has created new levels of challenge and expectation for
the general education classroom teacher. Increased responsibilities, demanding
behavioral situations, and wide variations in student abilities are a few of the many
challenges that inclusive classroom teachers face on a daily basis. Some teachers roll up
their sleeves and work tirelessly to revamp previous lessons to better address students'
learning or behavioral needs. These teachers frequently seek out ideas and support from
colleagues and continually strive to meet students' rEP-identified learning or behavioral
challenges while they simultaneously work to meet their remaining students' learning
goals. Other teachers pull out tried-and-true lessons, or at least lessons that covered the
material in years past, and often, simply expect all students, regardless of particular need,
to learn what was presented. The challenge of focusing on specific students' learning or
behavioral needs is felt to be too hard, too much work, or perhaps beyond their capability.
Learning and behavioral challenges in the classroom have become more commonplace;
however, teachers vary widely in their perceptions of ability to address such challenges,
their level of comfort, and their actual knowledge and skill and subsequent use in the
classroom.
This mixed-methods research study was designed to determine if teachers' selfefficacy levels differ significantly based on rEP-identified students' learning or
behavioral challenges and to investigate classroom differences between high self-efficacy
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and low self-efficacy teachers through focus on the use of instructional strategies, level of
student engagement, and the number of behavior events. In addition, it was designed to
explore inclusive teachers' professional development preparation relative to essential
skill and knowledge areas undergirding inclusive education, level of follow-up support,
and perceptions of implementation in the classroom.
Review of the Findings
The results of the study suggest that teachers' self-efficacy levels are significantly
different based on students' rEP-identified learning or behavioral challenges relative to
the use of instructional strategies, student engagement, and managing behavior. In
addition, the study results suggest that teachers' self-efficacy levels for teaching students
with behavioral challenges are significantly different than their self-efficacy levels for
teaching students with learning challenges. Classroom differences gathered through time
sweeps using structured observation confirmed that student engagement levels differ
considerably between high and low self-efficacy teachers. Further, significant differences
were found in the number of behavior events in low self-efficacy teachers' classrooms as
compared to high self-efficacy teachers' classrooms. No significant differences were
found between high and low self-efficacy teachers' level of student-centered versus
teacher-centered instruction. Qualitative data presented important differences between
high and low self-efficacy teachers' use of instructional strategies, tasks presented, and
affective behaviors. Study results on professional development preparation revealed
similar participation levels for both high and low self-efficacy teachers across the critical
knowledge areas. Mixed results were revealed on reported participation levels within

Self-efficacy Beliefs and Inclusive Classrooms 149
traditional professional development formats. Mixed results were also revealed in levels
of follow-up support across teacher groups. Study results demonstrated a degree of
variation between high and low self-efficacy teachers' perceptions of implementation use
in the classroom. Overall, high self-efficacy teachers reported considerably greater levels
of implementation in the classroom. Correlations between professional development
format delivery and perceived implementation indicated significant, positive
relationships. The results suggest the importance of active involvement in professional
development opportunities to greater levels of implementation in the classroom.
Correlations between follow-up support and perceived implementation also established
significant, positive relationships. The findings suggest the critical importance of followup support to subsequent classroom implementation. The qualitative data on professional
development revealed that teachers strongly desire practical professional development
which can be applied to the day- to- day instructional concerns of the classroom.
Teachers voiced preferences for both job-embedded and traditional learning opportunities
targeted to areas of perceived need.
The results of this study are not intended to be generalizable to all general
educators teaching in inclusive classrooms in Virginia or to inclusive classroom teachers
in the southeast portion of the state given the limitations and delimitations described in
Chapter One. The findings and information from this mixed-methods research study offer
areas for consideration. Rich description and authentic classroom data captured through
systematic observation provide the reader with potentially useful and applicable
information, thus allowing the possibility of transferability of the findings.
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Self-efficacy Beliefs and the Role of Professional Development Hypotheses
It was expected that high self-efficacy teachers teaching in inclusive classrooms

have participated in more training deemed as critical to effective instruction in the
inclusive setting and perceive themselves as having the capacity to implement new
knowledge and skills in the classroom setting. This hypothesis was based on previously
published research suggesting that general educators have greater perceptions of success
in working with students with disabilities relative to the amount of time spent in
professional development targeted to adapting instruction and managing behavior (Buell
et al., 1999; SPeNSE, 2001). Likewise, low self-efficacy teachers were expected to have
participated in fewer training opportunities related to critical factors in inclusive
education and report lower implementation levels. This hypothesis hinged on Buell et
al.' s research ( 1999) which maintained that in order for teachers to possess a belief in
their capacities to carry out the necessary duties within the inclusive classroom, they must
have the requisite knowledge, skills, and abilities to do so. The results of the study did
not confirm that high self-efficacy teachers have had more training. It did confirm that
high self-efficacy teachers generally have perceptions of greater levels of implementation
over the ten critical knowledge areas.
It was also anticipated that teachers with high self-efficacy have participated in

more job-embedded training and support and report such as leading to skill
implementation. The premise of this hypothesis rests on the significant work of Joyce and
Showers (2002). In order for teachers to become technically proficient and to integrate
new knowledge and skills with existing teacher behaviors, a variety of responsive
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professional opportunities and formats are necessary. Deep understandings develop in
conjunction with numerous practice opportunities in authentic situations and facilitate
transformation and transference to classroom practice (Diag-Maggioli, 2004; Guskey,
2000; Joyce & Showers, 2002; Lieberman & Miller, 1999; Wilson & Berne, 1999). It was
anticipated that low self-efficacy teachers report greater participation in traditional
professional development and less involvement in job-embedded support. This
hypothesis was based on the literature's general acknowledgement of job-embedded
learning as a means of enhancement in teacher reflection, support in promoting learning
relevancy, and importantly, promoting skill transfer (CSRI, 2006; Pullan et al., 2006;
Zepeda, 2008). These hypotheses were not fully supported as high self-efficacy teachers
participated in a variety of traditional professional development opportunities. High and
low self-efficacy teacher participation was generally balanced in traditional or "Sit and
Get" professional development. The qualitative data did support several high selfefficacy teachers' preference for job-embedded learning and underscored their beliefs in
its support and impact on implementation in the classroom. Correlation results revealed
that professional development delivery format and follow-up support were significantly
related to perceived implementation levels.
Self-efficacy Beliefs and Teacher Behaviors
Over the past two decades, teacher self-efficacy has been researched extensively.
Researchers have established strong connections between teacher self-efficacy and
teacher behaviors that promote student achievement (Ashton & Webb, 1986; Henson,
2001; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001, 2007; Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998). Further,
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teachers' beliefs in their personal capacity to meet the needs of students with disabilities
in the general education setting are vitally important to their classroom behaviors
(Brownell & Pajares, 1999; Buell et al., 1999; Diken, 2006; Scott et al., 1998; Toumaki
& Podell, 2005). Teacher beliefs strongly influence subsequent actions as they serve to
filter and direct one's cognitive, motivational, affective, and decision-making processes
(Bandura, 1995, 1997, 2002; Pajares, 2002). Teachers' personal perceptions of capacity
have been determined to significantly affect their use of instructional strategies as well as
their classroom management (Ashton & Webb, 1986; Baker, 2005; Brownell & Pajares,
1999; Toumaki & Podell, 2005; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001, 2007; TschannenMoran et al., 1998). High self-efficacy teachers have been found to demonstrate greater
use of best practices (Darling-Hammond, 2006; Rimm-Kaufman & Sawyer, 2004;
Toumaki & Podell, 2005) and tend to possess less custodial perspectives regarding
student control (Ashton & Webb, 1986; Bandura, 1997; Pajares, 2002; Toumaki &
Podell, 2005; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001). In addition, teacher self-efficacy levels
have been linked to student motivation (Midgley, Feldlaufer, & Eccles, 1989). Clearly,
teacher self-efficacy beliefs and resultant teacher actions contribute significantly to
student learning outcomes.
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Discussion of the Findings
Question One
The first research question was comprised of an overarching question and three
subparts:
1. To what extent do self-efficacy beliefs differ among general education teachers in
elementary inclusive settings based on IEP-identified students' learning or behavioral
challenges in the current classroom?
a) Do self-efficacy beliefs relating to adapting instruction differ significantly
based on IEP-identified students' learning or behavioral challenges?
b) Do self-efficacy beliefs relating to managing behavior differ significantly
based on IEP-identified students' learning or behavioral challenges?
c) Do self-efficacy beliefs relating to student engagement differ significantly
based on IEP-identified students' learning or behavioral challenges?
The question was addressed through teacher perceptions of their capability in regards to
student engagement, use of instructional strategies, and classroom management. Teachers
responded with their perceptions in general and in consideration of performing with
students who have an IEP for learning or behavioral challenges using the Teacher Sense
ofSelf-Efficacy Scale (TSES) (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001) and an adaptation of the
published teacher efficacy scale.
Teacher demographics. Sixty-five teachers from Kindergarten to grade five, in a
generally proportional spread, completed the TSES to establish general self-efficacy.
Sixty-seven percent of the respondents had more than eight years of experience while the
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least represented experience band was 1-2 years. In regards to inclusive experience,
respondents generally indicated 0-1 year or 2-3 years. Self-ranking of teacher experience
in working with students with disabilities fell primarily in the "Some" and "Quite a bit"
range with the "Some" ranking as most predominant. No teachers classified their
experience level as "None." The predominant level of special education coursework was
"None" (38.5%) while the least indicated was more than 3 courses (10.8%). Teachers
were generally evenly split between 1 course (24.6%) and 2-3 courses (26.2%).
Workshop or training participation generally fell over three bands: 0-1 (30.8%), 2-3
(36.9%) and 4-5 (21.5%). None ofthe demographic information was significant to selfefficacy differences.

Self-efficacy differences with learning or behavioral challenges. Teacher beliefs
of their capacity to meet the needs of students with disabilities are critically important to
their behaviors in the classroom (Brownell & Pajares, 1999; Buell et al., 1999; Diken,
2006; Soctt et al., 1998; Tournaki & Podell, 2005). As a means of determining if selfefficacy beliefs differ based on rEP-identified learning or behavioral challenges, the
TSES and the adapted instrument were utilized. It is understood that teachers do not
maintain the same level of self-efficacy in all situations as self-efficacy beliefs are
considered task- and context-specific (Chan, 2008). Teacher means on the TSES ranged
from a low of 5.33 to a high of 8.83. The grand mean was 7.06, which is comparable to
the 7.1 mean reported in the 2001 Tschannen-Moran and Hoy study. General selfefficacy means were used to establish high and low self-efficacy teachers for the
purposes of this study. Mean scores falling at the 501h percentile and above formed the
high self-efficacy group while mean scores falling below this point formed the low self-
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efficacy group. Thirty-four teachers comprised the high group and thirty-one teachers
formed the low self-efficacy group. The high self-efficacy mean was 7. 70 and the low
self-efficacy mean was 6.36. Little difference appeared in demographic information
between the two teacher groups. Means relating to years of inclusive teaching, number of
students with current IEP, and participation in special education coursework and
workshops or trainings were identical. The only difference between the groups was the
mean for years teaching. Low self-efficacy teachers averaged more than 8 years of
experience while high self-efficacy teachers averaged 6-8 years.
Sixty-three teachers responded to the adapted instrument targeted to working with
students who have an IEP for learning challenges and sixty teachers did likewise
considering students with behavioral challenges. Means for the self-efficacy scale that
directed teachers to consider students with learning challenges ranged from a low of2.42
to a high of 8.83 with a total mean of 6.26. The overall mean for the high self-efficacy
group was 6.97 and the low self-efficacy mean was 5.43. Means for the self-efficacy
scale that directed teachers to consider students with behavioral challenges ranged from a
low of2.75 to a high of9.0 and the total mean was 5.98. The high self-efficacy mean was
6.66 and the low self-efficacy mean was 5.30. Statistical testing indicated a significant
difference between the general self-efficacy and learning challenge self-efficacy means.
Such testing also revealed a significant difference between general and behavioral
challenge self-efficacy means. The results confirmed Brownell and Pajares' research
results (1999) concerning the challenge to inclusive teachers' self-efficacy levels by
behavioral management and instructional demands. Their path analysis revealed that
teacher self-efficacy had a direct influence on teachers' perceptions of success in teaching
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students with disabilities. In addition, statistical testing indicated a significant difference
between the learning challenge self-efficacy mean and the behavioral challenge mean.

Subscale ratings. In addition to the general self-efficacy score, three subscale
scores were derived from the TSES: instructional strategies, classroom management, and
student engagement. The adapted teacher self-efficacy instrument derived similar
subscale scores and was targeted to teaching with students who have an IEP for learning
challenges and behavioral challenges. Statistical testing revealed a significant difference
between general and learning challenge and between general and behavioral challenge for
each subscale area. The general subscale scores revealed the highest scores in
instructional strategies and the lowest area in student engagement. This differed from the
Tschannen-Moran and Hoy's study (2001) as published results showed instructional
strategies (mean=7.3) as the highest subscale, but was closely followed by student
engagement (mean=7.2). The current study showed much more difference between the
instructional strategies mean (7.22) and the student engagement mean (6.82). In
reviewing item response means within student engagement, teachers reported far less
perceptions of capability in working with families (mean=6.22) and in motivating
students with low interest (mean=6.68). In comparison within instructional strategies,
teachers had high perceptions of capacity in crafting good questions (mean=? .58) and in
providing alternative explanations (mean=7.57). These areas are under the direct control
of teachers and thus, areas of greater confidence. Teaching success, persistence, and
effort depend on the extent to which a teacher believes he or she has the competence to
orchestrate and employ teaching likely to result in successful learning (Ashton & Webb,
1986; Hoy & Spero, 2005; Pajares, 2002; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001, 2007;
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Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998). Teachers pursue activities in which they feel competent
and avoid areas in which they doubt their capacity to perform effectively (Bandura, 1994;
Hoy & Spero, 2005; Pajares, 2002; Tournaki & Podell, 2005).
The learning challenges and behavioral challenges subscale score rankings
mirrored the general subareas. Low self-efficacy teachers had identical means on the
classroom management and student engagement subareas (mean=5.11) within the
behavioral challenges indicative of perceptions of low capacity in meeting students'
behavioral challenges. Teachers with low self-efficacy demonstrated less perseverance in
the face of setbacks as they avoid situations in which they doubt their capacity to perform
successfully (Ashton & Webb, 1986; Bandura, 1993, 1994, 1995; Hoy & Spero, 2005;
Pajares, 2002; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001, 2007). High self-efficacy teachers
perceived highest capabilities in instructional strategies (mean=7 .31) and lowest areas in
student engagement (mean=6.74).

Question Two
The second question was also comprised of an overarching question and three
subparts:
2. Do high self-efficacy teachers differ significantly from low self-efficacy
teachers in their behavior in the classroom?
a). Do high self-efficacy teachers demonstrate significantly different instructional
strategies in the classroom through more student-centered and less teachercentered instruction as compared to low self-efficacy teachers?
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b) Do high self-efficacy teachers maintain greater student engagement in the
classroom as compared to low self-efficacy teachers?
c) Do high self-efficacy teachers experience fewer behavioral events in the
classroom?
The question was investigated through mixed-methods research. This research method
allowed the researcher to capture authentic events, actions, and interactions in the
naturalistic setting as well as understand teachers' perceptions and lived experiences
related to inclusive teaching. General self-efficacy means on the TSES were ranked and
then separated into quartiles to establish low and high self-efficacy teachers. A sample of
low and high self-efficacy teachers was drawn from the established quartiles. Each
selected teacher participated in a structured classroom observation using the Classroom
Observation Guide and a follow-up interview using an interview guide. The classroom
observations consisted of multiple five minute time sweeps targeted to teacher use of
instructional strategies, level of student engagement, and behavior events.
Qualitative teacher sample demographics. Three low and five high self-efficacy
teachers were selected for the qualitative sample. The teachers from the high self-efficacy
group averaged greater teaching experience. All three low self-efficacy teachers reported
6-8 years of experience while four teachers in the high self-efficacy group indicated more
than 8 years of experience. The high self-efficacy group also averaged greater inclusive
teaching experience. Four of the teachers reported 2-3 years of experience while one
teacher indicated more than 8 years of inclusive experience. In comparison, two ofthe
low self-efficacy teachers had 0-1 year of inclusive experience while the remaining
teacher indicated 2-3 years experience. Self-rankings of teacher experience in working
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with students with disabilities were higher over the high self-efficacy group. Teachers
rated their experience as "Some" or "Quite a bit." In comparison, low self-efficacy
teachers ranked experience as "Very little" or "Some." Generally, high self-efficacy
teachers reported more special education coursework and workshop participation than the
low self-efficacy teachers.

Classroom observation findings. Self-efficacy studies rarely incorporate
classroom observations despite their significant value in obtaining rich information
(Wheatley, 2005). Such observations can be tightly structured and provide detailed
recordings of behavior through observation guides or checklists (Rossman & Rallis,
2003). This study employed the detailed recording of teacher behaviors related to
student-centered versus teacher-centered instruction, as well as student responses in
regards to level of student engagement and the number of behavior events to compare
high and low self-efficacy teacher behaviors over multiple five minute time sweeps.
Classroom observations were also used to capture thick, rich qualitative data through
narrative descriptions of instructional strategies used, teachers' affective behaviors, and
tasks offered to further compare high and low self-efficacy teacher behaviors. In addition,
follow-up interviews provided important information related to participants' thoughts
regarding lesson flow and development. The interviews also added deeper insights into
teacher perceptions regarding student engagement, use of instructional strategies, and
behavior management. These insights added to the richness of low and high self-efficacy
teacher behavior comparisons.
Classroom sweep counts varied (from 9 to 13) over the three low and five high
self-efficacy teachers as teachers selected the desired subject area and time period.
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Classroom sweeps concluded at the end of each subject transition. No advantage or
disadvantage was provided for a lesser or greater number of classroom sweeps. As stated,
teachers self selected desired observation periods. Three of the high self-efficacy teachers
were observed in the morning and two low self-efficacy teachers were likewise. All
others were observed in the afternoon. Because low and high self-efficacy teachers were
represented throughout the day, no advantage or disadvantage was provided by an
observation conducted during a particular time of day. The types of activities that
teachers used over the course of the observation very much contributed to levels of
student engagement, number ofbehavior events, and teachers' use of student-centered
versus teacher-centered instruction.
Classroom observation data revealed that no significant difference occurred
between high and low self-efficacy teachers' use of student-centered versus teachercentered instruction. During the observation in a subject and time selected by the teacher
being observed, both low and high self-efficacy teachers instructed primarily through
teacher-directed instruction. This finding supports the conclusions of Garet et al. (200 1)
that numerous teachers learned their teaching repertoire relying primarily on drill and
memorization, without similar emphasis of subject knowledge. The impetus to shift from
teacher-centered practices to student-centered learning has come about as changing
demands and new understandings of effective teaching have developed (Cheng et al.,
2001 ). Current understanding of effective instruction includes a learner-centered focus,
incorporates a variety of teaching strategies, routinely involves flexible groups, and
infuses active learning (Rutherford, 2002).
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Observation data collected over multiple five-minute time sweeps using student
descriptors revealed a significant difference between the student engagement means of
high and low self-efficacy teachers. Each student was determined to be engaged or not
and coded on the observation guide. Student engagement level was determined by
calculating the number of engaged students out of total students per classroom sweep.
High self-efficacy teachers had a mean of 91.0% while low self-efficacy teachers had a
mean of 72.4%. Given the importance of student engagement as a predictor of academic
success (Lutz et al, 2006), this is a significant finding. This finding supports the work of
Midgley et al. (1989) on the connection between teacher self-efficacy level and student
motivation. Higher engagement has a dramatic influence on student achievement as it
leads to higher skill retention and transfer, higher order learning, and importantly,
promotes a lessening of negative behaviors (Bohn et al., 2004; Marzano, 2007). As stated
previously, the observation occurred in a subject and time period chosen by the teacher
being observed. Low self-efficacy teachers were primarily observed in language arts
periods. High self-efficacy teachers were observed over a greater variation of subject
areas; these included science (2), language arts (1 ), math (1 ), and language arts/centers
(1).

Classroom observation data also revealed a significant difference in the number of
behavior events between low and high self-efficacy classrooms. The observation
occurred in a time and subject chosen by the teacher observed. Students were observed
over time sweeps and coded for occurrence of off-task behavior when marked as
disturbing others or playing. Off-task behavior and passive were not coded as behavior
events. Classroom observation indicated important differences between the mean number
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of behavior events in high (4.6 events) and low (11.7) self-efficacy teacher classrooms.
Classroom observations substantiated that more efficacious teachers tend to have less
custodial perspectives regarding student control and use positive behavior management
strategies more frequently (Ashton & Webb, 1986; Bandura, 1997; Pajares, 2002;
Tournaki & Podell, 2005; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001).
Qualitative data on teachers' use of instructional strategies revealed that whole
group instruction was the predominant means of delivery for both high and low selfefficacy teachers. The observations at a particular point in time demonstrated instruction
delivery as primarily occurring through teacher led or teacher presented format and
followed by practice or follow-up activities. High self-efficacy teachers presented
considerably more use of individual instructional support while low self-efficacy teachers
used individual attention to address student misbehavior. High self-efficacy teachers used
effective questioning to promote higher thinking and foster student involvement while
low efficacy teachers posed lower-level questions to individuals. High self-efficacy
teachers were considerably more active in the classroom and moved regularly through the
classroom. They also used more hands-on learning. Classroom observation confirmed
that high self-efficacy teachers show higher use of practices supported in the literature
and research-supported improved methods for instruction (Darling-Hammond, 2006;
Rimm-Kaufman & Sawyer, 2004; Tournaki & Podell, 2005). Follow-up interviews
revealed the level of importance that high self-efficacy teachers place on student-centered
instruction while low self-efficacy teachers indicated less support. A final area of
importance was the keen focus of high self-efficacy teachers on the need for fun and
enjoyment as a means to student learning. Low self-efficacy teachers conveyed a reliance
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on drill and repetition as a means to learning. Teacher "voices" confirmed that personal
perceptions of capability strongly influence their use of instructional strategies (Ashton &
Webb, 1986; Brownell & Pajares, 1999; Pajares, 2002; Toumaki & Podell, 2005;
Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001, 2007; Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998).
Qualitative data collected on presented tasks within classroom observations reveal
further information on differences between high and low efficacy teachers on maintaining
student engagement. High self-efficacy teachers showed greater use of tasks designed to
foster connections from previous learning to new applications. Far greater use of
cooperative tasks was offered in high self-efficacy classrooms, thus promoting high
engagement and active learning, while low efficacy teachers showed minimal use of
cooperative tasks. Low self-efficacy teachers demonstrated greater prevalence of actively
involving only one student at a time while classmates passively watched and waited.
Frequently, the watching and waiting fostered subsequent misbehaviors. Follow-up
interviews revealed a substantial difference in high self-efficacy teachers' use of
reinforcement as a means of fostering engagement and supporting subsequent learning.
Low self-efficacy teachers made no mention of reinforcement.
Classroom observation data were also gathered on teachers' affective behaviors
over the one observation. Follow-up interviews also provided important information on
perceptions of skill in classroom management, use of specific behavior systems, and
classroom atmosphere. Affective behaviors were considerably different from high to low
self-efficacy teachers. High self-efficacy teachers routinely praised students, and often
enthusiastically. This was clearly not the case in low efficacy teachers' classrooms. High
self-efficacy teachers maintained a positive tone, smiled frequently, and used close
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proximity to promote learning and engagement. Low self-efficacy teacher were
emotionally distant and showed little sense of humor. Importantly, high self-efficacy
teachers provided their full focus to students needing assistance and demonstrated
sensitivity to particular needs or concerns. Follow-up interviews clearly revealed high
self-efficacy teachers' confidence in their behavior management skill. In comparison, low
self-efficacy teachers relayed far less confidence in their abilities. High self-efficacy
teachers generally used a particular behavior system and spoke of its positive effects on
students' behaviors. They used incentives as a means of promoting positive behavior.
Low self-efficacy teachers used far less precise systems and spoke very negatively about
the effects on student behavior. Rather than incentives, low self-efficacy teachers focused
on the need for consequences. The findings support substantial research on high selfefficacy teachers' possession of preventative as compared to reactive beliefs in regard to
behavioral concerns (Ashton & Webb, 1986; Bandura, 1997; Pajares, 2002; Tournaki &
Podell, 2005; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001). The results also support the research of
Baker (2005) on general educators' self-efficacy beliefs regarding classroom
management skills and readiness to implement specific behavior management techniques.
Results indicated that teachers with low self-efficacy felt significantly less able and were
less willing to implement specialized techniques than high self-efficacy teachers.
In sum, the differences in classroom findings revealed that high self-efficacy
teacher behaviors mirrored the literature on effective teaching.
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Question Three
The third question was composed of an overarching question and four subareas:
3. What skill and knowledge areas undergirding inclusive education receive
follow-up and are implemented in the general education inclusion classrooms as reported
by the study participants from professional development opportunities or formats?
a) What skill and knowledge areas have the general education teachers in this
study participated in?
b) What was the professional development delivery format?
c) What level of subsequent follow-up was provided?
d) What do teachers report concerning their level of implementation in their
classrooms?
The question was primarily addressed using an unpublished professional development
survey. Teachers responded with perceptions of training received, subsequent follow-up,
and their actual skill implementation in the inclusive classroom. Question three was
extended through qualitative data gathered in follow-up interviews using a portion of the
interview guide. Classroom observation participants responded with a professional
development activity that stood out as helpful in preparation for teaching in the inclusive
classroom and actually impacted instruction.
The professional development survey results indicated participation levels of 86%
or greater across all ten critical skill and knowledge areas. The areas of least participation
included Using Positive Behavior Support (nonparticipation 13.1 %) and Motivating
Disengaged Learners (nonparticipation 12.9%). Participation levels across high and low
self-efficacy teacher groups revealed similar percentages overall. However, in seven of
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the areas, low self-efficacy teachers showed greater participation than high self-efficacy
teachers. This result ran counter to the SPeNSE study (200 1) on teacher perceptions of
success and the time spent in professional development. The study significantly
associated the time spent in specific areas relating to teaching students with disabilities
with higher levels of perceived success. The current study indicates that similar
professional development preparation occurred, yet wide differences appear between high
and low self-efficacy teachers in teaching students with rEP-identified learning or
behavioral challenges.
Respondents indicated the professional development delivery format for each
participation area across the ten critical knowledge or skill areas by indicating Sit and
Get, 2, Some activity, 4, or Active learning. The survey results indicated that the
predominant professional development format over the ten skill and knowledge areas was
"Some activity." High and low self-efficacy teachers' participation levels in traditional or
"Sit and Get" formats were compared. Over many years, research has shown that
traditional forms of professional development are far from effective and result in a 10
percent implementation rate (Knight, 2007). In his foundational work on instructional
coaching, Knight (2007) concluded that a bottom up approach focused on the principles
of Partnership Learning resulted in significantly improved results when contrasted to
traditional lecture-based professional development. Teacher learning is supported by
providing teachers with choice, equality, voice, dialogue, reflection, praxis, and
reciprocity. Study results were mixed as results indicated that low self-efficacy teachers
had lower levels of traditional participation over four of the skill and knowledge areas
while the remaining six areas showed higher levels of traditional participation. The Use
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of Accommodations and Modifications and Differentiated Assessment showed far greater
traditional participation over low self-efficacy teachers.
Respondents indicated their perceived level of follow-up over each skill and
knowledge area when professional development participation had occurred by indicating
None at all, 2, Some support, 4, or Extensive support. The predominant follow-up level
was "Some support." High and low self-efficacy teacher follow-up perceptions were
compared over Level4/Extensive support and over None at all/Level 2. Mixed results
were indicated. Four skill and knowledge areas stood out as having substantially higher
follow-up levels for high self-efficacy teachers. These included: Motivating Disengaged
Learners, Varying Grouping Practices, Differentiated Assessment, and lastly, Effective
Questioning. Educational consensus attests to the importance of incorporating long-term
support as a critical factor to sustained implementation in the classroom (Bellanca, 2009;
Klingmer et al., 2003; Weiss & Pasley, 2006).
Respondents reported perceptions of implementation in the classroom following
professional development participation in each of the ten critical skill and knowledge
areas by indicating level of use at: Not at all, 2, Some use, 4, or Use consistently. Level4,
meaning above "Some use" and below "Use consistently," was indicated as the
predominant implementation level. A comparison of low and high self-efficacy teacher
implementation perceptions revealed a degree of variation between the two groups. High
self-efficacy teachers indicated substantially higher levels of Level 4/Use consistently in
six critical skill and knowledge areas. Bivariate correlations conducted on perceived
implementation levels and professional delivery formats revealed significant, positive
relationships. Higher levels of implementation were significantly related to greater levels
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of active learning opportunity. These findings suggest the importance of active
involvement as a facilitator to classroom implementation and further support Knight's
(2007) research on Partnership Learning as opposed to traditional teacher learning
sessions. In addition, bivariate correlations conducted on perceived implementation levels
and follow-up support indicated significant, positive relationships. Higher levels of
implementation were significantly related to increased levels of follow-up support. These
findings indicate the critical importance of follow-support. These results support Joyce
and Showers' (2002) research on the difficulties of transmitting change to the classroom
and the low sustainability of new instructional practice without extensive follow-up
support.
Qualitative professional development data provided rich insight into teachers'
perceptions regarding training inadequacies, the necessity of matching professional
development need, and the importance of providing both traditional and job-embedded
learning opportunities. Several teachers expressed their frustrations with the lack and
non-practical application of inclusive professional development. Teachers lamented the
broad focus and one size fits all approach. Several teachers spoke of particular areas of
professional need or interest and their various means of addressing. Some teachers
expressed the need and desire for job-embedded learning opportunities through such
means as collegial dialogues and lesson support while others preferred traditional
workshop experiences. Other teachers preferred lone pursuits via the Internet. The
qualitative data supports the educational consensus on coordinating quality professional
development to provide new and deeper levels of knowledge and practice based on
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teacher needs (Pullan et al., 2006; Hawley & Valli, 2000; Knight, 2007; Lieberman &
Miller, 1999; Zepeda, 2008).
Conclusions
Based on the data collected, a number of conclusions can be drawn related to the
research questions. First, teachers' self-efficacy levels from the targeted district were
considerably influenced by IEP-identified learning and behavioral challenges. Teachers'
self-efficacy beliefs relating to the use of instructional strategies, student engagement,
and managing behavior were lower when considering performing with IEP-identified
learning or behavioral challenged students. Low self-efficacy teachers perceived their
greatest challenges with student engagement and classroom management as they
considered teaching with students who have IEP-identified behavioral challenges.
Classroom observations and follow-up interviews provided support of the many
important differences between low and high self-efficacy teacher behaviors. The primary
mode of instruction was whole group, and student-centered learning appeared to be used
significantly less often than teacher-centered instruction for both high and low selfefficacy teachers. High self-efficacy teachers maintained significantly higher levels of
student engagement than low self-efficacy teachers, and likewise, high self-efficacy
teachers demonstrated significantly fewer numbers of behavioral events than low selfefficacy teachers. Additionally, high self-efficacy teachers were confident of their
classroom management skills and looked toward use of positive supports to influence
student behavior. Low self-efficacy teachers employed more passive instruction as
students frequently spent instructional time watching and waiting as selected students
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worked or responded in round robin fashion. High self-efficacy teachers were focused
positively and worked to support and facilitate enjoyment-focused learning, and in doing
so, showed greater use of hands-on learning and cooperative learning opportunities.
Greater amounts of time were directed to student behavior in low self-efficacy
classrooms. High self-efficacy teacher behaviors reflected the literature on effective
teaching.
Professional development survey data suggested the critical importance of format
delivery and follow-up support to implementation use in the classroom. Greater levels of
active learning opportunity resulted in higher levels of perceived implementation.
Similarly, high levels of perceived follow-up support resulted in perceptions of high
levels of implementation. Qualitative professional development results revealed that
classroom practicality is extremely important to teachers' perceptions of professional
development usefulness. Teachers' professional needs vary considerably as weaknesses
and strengths were readily identified. Teachers relayed the desire and need for a variety
of professional development opportunities spread out over time to support need areas.
Implications
The implications of the study are three-fold. These include: 1) the need for
targeted professional development and subsequent follow-up support to improve teacher
understanding and use of effective practices with students who have IEP-identified
learning and behavioral challenges, 2) the need for formative process of teacher
supervision which is structured through systematic classroom observations and followed
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by subsequent reflection of the data, and finally, 3) the need for collegial partnering to
promote teacher-to-teacher support through regular observation, feedback, and reflection.
Teachers' professional needs vary considerably, especially with regard to working
with students identified as having learning or behavioral challenges. The expectation that
a one-size-fits-all approach will result in similar knowledge and understandings is
outdated and not supported by the evidence. In order to support teacher development in
specific need areas, targeted professional development and appropriate follow-up support
must be individually tailored. To support new learning and greater levels of
implementation in the classroom, teachers need knowledge for practice, knowledge in
practice, and knowledge of practice (Dana & Yendol-Hoppey, 2008). Without a targeted
plan directed toward specific teacher-identified needs and detailed with supportive
activities and evidence markers jointly developed through administrative support, little
teacher change in practice will occur. Targeted professional development reduces the
likelihood of the knowing-doing gap (Reeves, 2006). The actual implementation in the
classroom and consistent use are necessary to enhance classroom instruction (Joyce &
Showers, 2002).
If teachers are to improve their practice and continually provide greater levels of
effective instruction within the demanding conditions of an inclusive classroom, there is a
critical need to provide teachers with quantitative data collected through systematic
classroom observation. Teachers need and deserve regular opportunities to review and
reflect on their actual classroom practice and teacher behaviors (Glickman, Gordon, &
Ross-Gordon, 2004). Such observation data collected over time sweeps and coded with
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student descriptors should be used in formative process to target and monitor jointly
identified teacher goals. Authentic classroom data provide relevant and meaningful
information. Typical walk-through and principal evaluations provide minimal levels of
authentic data. Systematic classroom observation allows teachers the opportunity to
reflect and subsequently improve key instructional practices. Supportive administrators
can dramatically influence classroom practice as they serve as instructional guides.
In order to support and improve instruction within inclusive classrooms,
teachers must possess beliefs of personal capacity to meet the needs of students with
disabilities as their beliefs are critical to their classroom behaviors (Brownell & Pajares,
1999; Buell et al., 1999; Diken, 2006; Scott et al., 1998; Tournaki & Podell, 2005).
Bandura (1995, 1997, 2002) concluded that teacher beliefs strongly influence subsequent
actions as they function as filters and direct an individual's cognitive, affective,
motivational, and decision-making processes. In order to disrupt existing beliefs of
capacity, strong and confirming experiences are needed. Collegial partnering holds great
possibilities for providing vicarious experiences and verbal persuasion supportive of
positive influence via direct observation on a regular basis to collegial pairs or trios
(Bandura, 1994, 1995; Hoy & Spero, 2005). Collegial partnerships, established through
thoughtful administrative consideration of similarities in classroom demands, provide
opportunities for structured peer observation, confirming and helpful feedback, and
personal reflection. Such partnering provides support toward building an amalgamation
of mastery experiences.
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Recommendations for Future Research
Recommendations for future research are centered over three areas. These
include: 1) longitudinal research using classroom observation in inclusive settings to
empirically research teacher change within specified teacher behaviors, 2) research to
study IEP-identified learning or behaviorally challenged students' responses and
outcomes to high levels of student-centered instruction, and finally, 3) research to
empirically study actual follow-up support levels and subsequent levels of
implementation through structured and validated classroom observation checklists.
There is a need for longitudinal research using classroom observation data within
inclusive classrooms to examine teacher change over time. Classroom observations are
seldom used within teacher change research. Research is needed to better understand the
level of change in teacher practice as teachers become more experienced in inclusive
classrooms. Through longitudinal research, teacher behaviors can be examined for
movement toward specified practices. Further, the results of professional development
opportunities and support can be examined for the level of implementation over time
(Joyce & Showers, 2002).
Research is needed to understand the effects of increased use of student-centered
instruction within inclusive settings. Understanding learning or behaviorally challenged
students' responses and outcomes to such instruction may increase teachers' willingness
and subsequent implementation levels, especially in light of federal and state pressures to
improve outcomes for students with disabilities.
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Finally, research is needed to understand the effects of actual follow-up support
and implementation levels following professional learning opportunities. Current
research typically employs perceptions of follow-up support and subsequent
implementation level. Validated classroom checklists are needed to accurately capture
teacher implementation and compare to various levels of follow-up support.
Closing Comments
School districts have substantially increased placements in inclusive classroom
settings in an effort to provide greater access and progress within the general curriculum
and higher levels of standards proficiency for students with disabilities. The thrust has
significantly challenged general educators due to their perceptions of incompetence
related to meeting the needs of students with disabilities. This research study has
investigated the extent to which general educators' perceptions of capability are
influenced by IEP-identified students' learning or behavioral challenges in the classroom
with regard to student engagement, classroom management, and the use of instructional
strategies. It has also examined classroom differences between high and low self-efficacy
teachers. Lastly, it has explored teacher perceptions of professional development
preparation relative to critical skill and knowledge areas supportive of inclusive
instruction.
This study has provided many answers, while at the same time it has surfaced
many new questions. The results of the study revealed many important findings. Three
especially noteworthy findings include: teachers were significantly influenced by rEPidentified students' learning or behavioral challenges in the classroom, considerable
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differences were observed between high and low self-efficacy teachers, and finally,
professional development format delivery and the level of perceived follow-up support
were highly important to the perceived level of implementation in the classroom.
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Appendix A: Tschannen-Moran and Hoy's Teacher Sense ofEfficacy Scale (TSES)

Teaching Students in Inclusive Classrooms
Part 1: Teacher Beliefs
Directions: Please indicate your opinion about each of the questions below by marking any one of the nine
responses in the columns on the right side, ranging from (1) "None at all" to (9) "A Great Deal" as each
represents a degree on the continuum. Please respond to each of the questions by considering the
combination of your current ability, resources, and opportunity to do each of the following in your
present position.
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12. How well can you implement alternative teaching strategies in
your classroom?
Tschannen-Moran & Hoy (2001) Used with permission
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Appendix B: Teaching Students with Disabilities Instrument

Part II: Teaching Students with Disabilities in the Inclusive Classroom
How well can you perform the following with students who
have an IEP for learning challenges (e.g., LD, Autism, MR,
ED, or OHI) in your classroom?
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How well can you perform the following with students who
have an IEP for behavioral challenges (e.g., ED, Autism, or
OHI) in your classroom?
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36. How well can you implement alternative teaching
strategies in your classroom?
Adaptedfrom Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001
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Appendix C: Professional Development and the Inclusive Classroom Survey

Part III: Professional Development and the Inclusive Classroom
Directions: Please indicate your professional development experience for each skill or knowledge area below by
marking one ofthe five responses in each ofthe three columns on the right side ranging from (1) "Sit & Get" to
(5) "Active learning" [Professional development delivery format]; (1) "None at All" to (5) "Extensive
support" [Follow-up received]; and (1) "Not at All" to (5) "Use consistently" [Your implementation in the
classroom] as each represents a degree on the continuum. Please mark NAif no professional development has
been received in a particular skill or knowledge area.

Continue to next page

~
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Appendix D: Background Information

Part IV: Background Information
47. What grade level(s) do
you teach?

OK
Q

2nd

Q

3rd

0
0
0

00
0
0
0

1st

Q

50. Total number of years
teaching:

4th

0
1-2
3-5
6-8
more than 8

5'h
6'h

48. What is your current
teaching assignment?
0 General education
inclusion
0 Special education
inclusion
0 General education
non-inclusion
0 Special education
non-inclusion
49. Certifications held:
(Mark all that apply.)
0 Elementary
education
0 Special education
0 Other (name)

51. Number of years
teaching in an inclusive
classroom:

0
0
0
0
0

0-1
2-3
4-5
6-8
more than 8

52. Total number of
students in your inclusive
classroom:
0 Less than 15
0 15-19
0 20-24
0 25-29
0 more than 29
53. Which of the following
describes your level of
experience in working with
students with disabilities?
0 None
0 Very little
0 Some
0 Quite a bit
0 Extensive

54. Number of formally
identified students with
disabilities with a current
IEP in your current
classroom:

Oo
01
02
0 3
04
0 5
06
0 morethan6

55. What formal or college
coursework in Special
Education have you
participated?
0 None
0 1 course
0 2-3 courses
0 more than 3 courses

56. Number of professional
development workshops or
trainings related to
teaching students with
disabilities in inclusive
settings in which you have
participated:

0
0
0
0
0

0-1
2-3
4-5
6-7
8 or more

Thank you for taking the time to complete this questionnaire.

Contact Sheila Ashley a t - or ssashl@wm.edu if you have questions concerning this
questionnaire or research study. You may report problems or dissatisfaction to Dr. Michael Deschenes,
chair ofthe Protection of Human Subjects Committee at the College of William and Mary at 757.221.2778
or mrdesc@wm.edu.

PARTICIPATION IN CLASSROOM OBSERVATION AND A FOLLOW-UP INTERVIEW
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I am interested in participating in the classroom observation/follow-up interview portion of the
research study and would like to be considered. I understand that if selected, I will receive a WalMart gift card.
Name: __________________________
Phone number: ------------------Email address:------------------

School: -------------------------Best time to contact:--------
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Appendix E: Classroom Observation Guide
Classroom Observation Guide: Student Engagement and Behavior and Teacher Instructional Strategy Use
Observer:
Teacher/grade level observed:
Date/location:
Time/subject"
-

Time

Instructional Strategy
TC o SCo
TC o SCo
TC o SCo
TC o SCo
TC o SCo
TC o SCo
TC o SCo
TC o SCo
TC o SCo
TCo SCo
TC o SCo
TC o SCo
TC o SCo
- - - - - L_

Key:

Instructional strategy: TC=teacher-centered

SC=student-centered

-

L_

- L__

-
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Appendix F: Interview Guide
Interview Guide

Thank you again for your willingness to talk with me as a follow-up to my classroom visit and to
share your perceptions regarding the use of instructional strategies, student engagement, and
classroom management. Everything you tell me today is confidential. If there is a question that
you would prefer to not answer, just let me know. Before we begin, do you have any questions?
[Answer any questions that participant may have.]
1. I would like to begin by asking several questions related to your experience and
preparation for teaching in an inclusive classroom.
a) Describe your teacher training preparation thus far.
b) Describe your level of experience in teaching in an inclusive setting.
c) Tell me about your professional development training related to teaching
students with disabilities.
d) What are your greatest challenges in teaching students with disabilities?
2. I would like to ask several questions related to my classroom visit.
a) To begin, how do you feel the lesson went? What went well? What would
you do differently?
b) Describe your goal(s) for the lesson.
c) Describe how the activities supported your goals.
d) Tell me about any special accommodations/situations that you considered
in your lesson planning.
e) Do you feel your goals for the lesson were met? How do you know?
f) Are there additional ways that your students can demonstrate goal
mastery? If so, describe.
g) Tell me how you work with students who are not able to achieve your
goals for the lesson.
h) How would you describe your students' behavior during the lesson? How
did the behavior compare to what is viewed as typical?
3. I would like to ask several questions related to behavior management.
a) Describe your classroom management system. How would you describe
its effectiveness?
b) Are additional approaches with specific students? If yes, please describe.
c) How do you get students to follow class rules?
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4. I would like to ask several questions related to student engagement.
a) How do you increase students' motivation in lesson content?
b) What types of things are done to increase students' value in learning?
5. I am interested in understanding areas of instructional strategies.
a) Describe some instructional techniques you use to help students with
content understanding.
b) Describe ways you adapt curriculum or instruction to meet students'
specific needs.
c) How would you describe your usage of teacher-centered versus studentcentered instruction?
6. I would like to ask several questions related to professional development regarding
inclusive teaching.
a) Tell me about the most useful professional development activity that
stands out as very helpful in preparing you to teach in an inclusive setting
and has actually impacted the way you taught.
b) What did you learn?
c) What impact did it have on your instruction?
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Appendix G: Participant Introductory Cover Letter
Greetings Fellow Educator,
I am a doctoral student at the College of William and Mary conducting a dissertation
study entitled Self-efficacy Beliefs of Elementary General Education Teachers in Inclusive
Classrooms and the Role of Professional Development as part of my degree requirements. The
purpose of the mixed design research study is to gain information about teachers' perceptions of
their teaching capabilities in working with students with learning and/or behavioral challenges as
well as perceptions of professional development experiences related to teaching in inclusive
settings. This research project seeks to yield important insights in teacher beliefs and the impact
of professional development experiences. Following the completion of the research study, I will
provide you a copy of the findings, if desired.
I am seeking general education classroom teachers to complete the attached survey, and I
humbly request your participation. It should not take more than 15 minutes of your time. If you
choose to participate, please consider the following:
• Survey completion entitles you to enter in a drawing for one of several Wal-Mart gift
cards. Simply complete the attached postcard with your name and contact information,
and then mail separate from your survey envelope.
• Complete the survey within one week and place the completed survey in the postage-paid,
pre-addressed envelope. Place it in your school's outgoing mail or in any US mailbox.
Completion of the survey constitutes informed consent. Participation is voluntary, and
you may skip any items you feel uncomfortable answering. You must be at least 18 years of age
to participate. Your responses will be confidential and your name will not be connected with any
results of this study. You may withdraw your participation or consent at any time without penalty
by contacting me at my email address or by simply not completing the survey. Your decision
whether or not to participate will not affect your relationship with me, the College of William and
Mary, or your school division.
In addition to the survey research, part of my research study will involve several
participants' involvement in one classroom observation for approximately 45 minutes and an inperson follow-up interview for approximately 35-45 minutes at a time of mutual convenience.
The classroom observation data gathered and responses shared in the interview will be
confidential. Participants willing to take part in this portion of the study should indicate
their name and contact information on the last page ofthe survey. Selected participants for
the observation and interview will receive a Wal-Mart gift card for their participation. They will
also receive a copy of the data collected from the class observation.
You may report any dissatisfaction with any aspect of this study to the Chair of the
Protection of Human Subjects Committee, Dr. Michael Deschenes 757.221.2778 or
mrdesc@~u have other questions or concerns, please email me at ssashl@wm.edu or
call me a t - - - · I thank you in advance for your time and effort. I look forward to
receiving your response.
Sincerely,
Sheila S. Ashley
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Appendix H: Consent Form
I,
, agree to participate in a research study involving general
education teachers working in inclusive classrooms. The general nature of this mixed design
research study to be conducted by Sheila Ashley has been explained to me. I understand that the
researcher is conducting this study to complete the requirements for a doctoral dissertation at the
College of William and Mary.
I understand that I have been selected to participate in the classroom observation and follow-up
interview part of the research study. I understand that the 45 minute classroom observation will
be followed up with an in-person interview lasting approximately 35-45 minutes at a time deemed
mutually agreeable. I understand that I do not have to answer any question that I choose not to
answer and may discontinue participation at any time. I will be provided with a summary of my
responses by email and will be requested to clarify or revise the summary, as necessary, to ensure
my intended responses were accurately represented by the researcher.
I have been informed that the information obtained in the classroom observation and in the
interview will be confidential. I understand that a copy of the observation recording form will be
provided to me during the follow-up interview. I have been informed that the interview will be
recorded and that I will select a pseudonym of my choosing that will allow only the researcher to
determine my identity. At the conclusion of this study, the key linking me with the pseudonym
will be destroyed. All efforts will be made to conceal my identity in the study's results.
My participation in this study is voluntary, and I am free to withdraw my consent and discontinue
participation at any time. I understand that I need only to call or email the researcher with this
decision. If I elect to withdraw, I may request that any data generated be returned to me. Lastly, I
understand that any incentive for participation will not be affected by my responses or by my
exercising any of my rights.
If I have any questions that arise in connection with my participation in this study, I should first
contact the researcher, Sheila Ashley, a t - or ssashl@wm.edu. I understand that I
may report dissatisfaction with any aspect of this study to the Chair of the Protection of Human
Subjects Committee, Dr. Michael Deschenes 757.221.2778 or mrdesc@wm.edu. My signature
below signifies that I am at least 18 years of age. I have received a copy of this consent form, and
I consent to participating in this study.
Date:

---------------------

Print name:

--------------------------------

Signature of Participant: --------------------------------------------------THIS PROJECT WAS FOUND TO COMPLY WITH APPROPRIATE ETHICAL
STANDARDS AND WAS EXEMPTED FROM THE NEED FOR FORMAL REVIEW BY THE
COLLEGE OF WILLIAM AND MARY PROTECTION OF HUMAN SUBJECTS
COMMITTEE (PHONE: 757.221.3901) ON 2009-01-02 AND EXPIRES ON 2010-01-02.
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Appendix I: Pre-Notice Letter

January 2, 2009
Dear

-------------------------

In several days you will receive a request to complete a survey entitled Self-efficacy
Beliefs of Elementary General Education Teachers in Inclusive Classrooms and the Role
of Professional Development. The survey will take approximately 15 minutes to
complete. This survey is an important aspect of a mixed design doctoral research study
designed to gain information concerning teachers' perceptions of their teaching
capabilities in working with students with learning and/or behavioral challenges. It will
provide important insights into teacher beliefs as well as the impact of professional
development experiences.
Your participation with this research would be greatly appreciated. As a token of thanks,
a postcard entry for one of several Wal-Mart gift cards will be provided with each survey.
Thank you in advance for your time and consideration.

Sincerely,

Sheila S. Ashley
Doctoral Candidate
College of William and Mary
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Appendix J: Thank You/1st Follow-up Postcard

Date: ------------------Last week a survey entitled Self-efficacy Beliefs of Elementary General Education
Teachers in Inclusive Classrooms and the Role of Professional Development was mailed
to you. If you have already returned the completed survey, thank you for your time and
participation. If you have not done so, I humbly ask for your consideration as your
participation is greatly needed.
As a reminder, please be sure to mail the gift card entry postcard provided with the
survey. Three postcard entries will be drawn at the conclusion of the survey period.

Sincerely,
Sheila Ashley
College of William and Mary
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APPENDIX K: MEAN RESPONSE OF TEACHER SELF-EFFICACY AND
PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT ITEMS
Survey
Section

Item

N

Mean

SD

7.08

1.384
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APPENDIX L: Cumulative Theme Table
CUMULATIVE THEME TABLE-BEHAVIOR MANAGEMENT
Theme:
Behavior
Management
Behavior system

Category

Perceived level of
skill in behavior
management

Use of specific
behavior plan

Examples

"So, I think I have effective discipline." (Samantha)
"I really just never had a problem with behavior. .. at all. Even when Central Office
comes down, they're like ... your rapport with the kids is phenomenal... Because
with my children, all I have to do is show up." (Alice)
My first year teaching, I had a disaster class. I had the walk all over the teacher
class. I had no clue what I was doing. No clue how to tackle it. I. .. again, initiation
by fire. I've come a long way in classroom management. But I think every teacher
has to do it by experience." (Amanda)
"The whole time I've been teaching, classroom management ... has been my
downfall. Inclusive or not. Disabilities or not." (Cindy)
"I use a behavior chart and the color system. It's called Daisy's Dos. "(Samantha)
"I use the cards. And I usually give two verbal warnings before I move a card to
yellow. And then if it continues, then of course, they go to red. But I don't
normally get past yellow with anybody, not with this group." (Susie)
"It's the points ... ! have a bank ... a classroom score and each child has their own
bank account. It's like a fake bank account." (Linda)
"We have yellow, green, and red cards. And green means you've followed all the
rules of the day. Yell ow means you've been warned twice and then you still
misbehaved, and so you've got your card on yellow ... " (Marilyn)
As a group, we have a behavior chart that we put circles on it if they misbehaved.
But I don't like that. I don't have time to stop and make circles for every time. I
kind of ... if a child's acting up too much, I will put their name on the board, a
letter or two on the board and threaten PE for tomorrow." (Amanda)
"I have read so many books ... and so many pulling from here, pulling from there,
that doesn't work with that child, this might work with this child, that it is really
piecemeal." (Cindy)
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Plan's effectiveness
on students' behavior

Individualized
behavior support

Incentive use

I think the classroom management system is effective. "But, the way I usually do it
is, I have this kind of system too. I have a behavior checklist, and this works really
well, especially handling special ed. children." (Samantha)
"It's pretty effective. They get pretty upset if they have to get a yellow and it
straightens them up." (Susie)
"It's pretty effective. I think it's effective ... ! do find that I have to change up.
Because at first, it was only the bank book, but when I added the bank book along
with the class, if I made the class responsible, I find that that works even better.
Because they love competition." (Linda)
"So I think it's very effective because it's visual and because the consequences are
not quite immediate but almost." (Marilyn)
Most anything works for a while. Sometimes it's effective; sometimes it's not."
(Amanda)
The system is absolutely not working. "And notes home don't work, I've tried
that." (Cindy)
"Now, one of the children, I have to ... there's timeout, and they have to move their
desk. And they still get warnings. You have to handle everybody differently."
(Samantha)
I've got a couple of kids that I have a different approach. They've got a little chart
on their desk. And we divide it between morning and evening. (Susie)
" ... has had a specific behavioral contract with 2 rules: one- keep my hands and
feet to myself... well first it was keep my hands and feet to myself and the second
one was do not run from a teacher. Because he was running across the parking lot
and ... across the school at first." (Marilyn)
I put a discipline slip and a candy on the desk beside one particular student. I tell
the student, "You can get one or the other of these." (Amanda)
"We also have fun day once a month. The fun day really works. All you gotta do is
mention .. .if you don't listen, I'm not going to let you go to fun day because you're
going to have too many checks." (Samantha)
"Throw out candy sometimes ... ! have a basket right there." (Alice)
I give them money based on having their assignment pad signed for the week or
finishing their homework. They get money in their account. And on Fridays,
they're able to purchase. Or sometimes, I pull it out of here to get things and say
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Use of consequences

Behavior tools used

Classroom rule
execution

who's won and can get something from the store." (Linda)
If they can stay on track for the morning, they get a sticker. And if they can stay on
for the afternoon, they get a sticker. And I started off, at the end of every day
they'd get a little treat, a little sticker, a little piece of candy or something. As
we've moved on, they have to have a whole week's worth." (Susie).
"Sometimes I might say, if everybody's card is on green at the end ofthe day,
we'll have 15 minutes extra center time ... but it's not everyday though that I do
that." (Marilyn)
And if a student ends up on red on Friday, they don't participate in game day in the
computer lab. The other students get to play games during this time. (Samatha)
" ... and if you're on yellow, you have to sit in the yellow square for 5 minutes. And
if you're on red, you don't get to go to centers. And you also get a pink note home,
if you get on red." (Marilyn)
"I'm not able to give consequences like I'd like to. We can't take PE away; recess
is lumped into PE. I really don't want to keep them from library or art because
that's something I feel like they need." (Cindy)
"Timer is my best friend." (Alice)
"The timer is my number one classroom management. So they are all aware of the
time and how much time is left to do whatever has been asked. So they really
enjoy getting in line before the timer beeps." (Linda)
The students ... "help me construct the rules. They help me write the rules, and I
help them. They go right around what I have ... what my idea is. We try to keep
basically the same rules. They're up there on the wall ... The rules ... the
consequences ... and the rewards are right beside the Daisy Dos." (Samantha)
If I go out, and I say ... I want to see my line. That's all I need to say. [snaps
fingers] Next thing, everybody's getting in a line. I don't have to yell ... or holler.
It's just my line." (Alice)
"Basically we go over them at the beginning of the year and just practice. And
once they get used to it, they know exactly what to do. And they know the
consequences if they don't follow the rules." (Susie)
"Well, you praise good behavior. .. or reward good behavior. And point out good
behavior and you go close to people who are beginning to stray. You ask them to
stop directly what they're doing or redirect. You give class rewards." (Marilyn)
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"I stop, reiterate, wait until they are doing what they are supposed to do."
(Amanda)
Classroom
Atmosphere

Teacher/student
relationships

Respect for teacher

Behavior
support needs

Students' response to
teacher/class
expectations
Need for
administrative backup

Need for additional
training

... "When they say things like you're the best teacher ... and you really make
learning fun, I feel like I'm doing okay. And they know what they're supposed to
be doing. Every one of them know." (Samantha)
"They know I love them. They know I care. And the first day I meet you ... l'm
like ... hey ... everybody hugs me. But they think I'm all. .. But I smile, I say I love
you very much, but I don't tolerate any talking when I'm talking." (Alice)
"A lot of them don't want to disappoint me simply because you have those who
say, 'That's my favorite teacher. I want to be in there."' (Linda)
"The more accustomed they are with each other, the more comfortable you get, the
more relaxed you get, the more the teacher has to make sure to stay on top. Their
best behavior just disappears." (Amanda)
And it's like just different. I don't know how I get it. I deal with young people all
the time. It's just the respect they have for me." (Alice)
"And if something goes on the outside of the room, they're quick to come and tell
me because they know I'll talk to them and so we work together." (Linda)
And I think ... "The students aren't thinking of me as a teacher, they are more
thinking of me, not as a buddy, but someone in there with them." (Cindy)
A typical day includes lots of talking, lots of calling my name, lots of getting out
of their seats and coming up to me with questions, rather than raising their hands
and waiting. (Cindy)
I generally think of principals, as the ones above me, that I would send children to
that could not listen and had not followed the rules. And sometimes, I don't feel
I'm being backed up by them." There is a "buffer between teacher and principal
and have put guidance counselors in the middle to try to work through problems."
(Cindy)
I know that's my downfall. I know that's one of my weaknesses and I don't want
that to be a weakness." (Cindy)

Self-efficacy Beliefs and Inclusive Classrooms 195
CUMULATIVE THEME TABLE-CHALLENGES IN WORKING WITH STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES
Theme:
Challenges in
Working with
Students with
Disabilities
Behavioral
challenges

Category

Handling highly
disruptive students

Keeping students with
attentional concerns on
track

Shielding other students
from negative impact
Lack of home support

Instructional
challenges

Meeting needs of all
students

Examples

Sometimes it's hard for my four or five. Ifl try to use explore or reinforce
activities with the students, sometimes I have to stop "because of commotion."
(Cindy)
One student challenges me every day. Today he was really showing off. "Once
he gets off track, the more attention you give for that, the worse it's going to
get." (Amanda)
And some of the students lose their focus. A lot oftimes, they're very easily
distractible. But, if they're interested in what you're working on, they do much
better. (Samantha)
There's always with children with ... not always, but a lot of time with children
with disabilities ... there's their social capabilities and the behavioral problems
that need to be dealt with." (Marilyn)
You need to continually tap the desk and say certain students' name.
Name ... TAP ... name ... TAP. "And that's true for inclusion and non-inclusion
students." (Amanda)
Ifl had those four or five student together, "then I could have done more ... and
with it. But I knew I could only take it so far before ... " (Cindy)
"But, there are students that the parents on one level care, but I am supposed to
deal with those things at school. For the most part, I try to, but I'm not the
parent." (Cindy)
It's hard to find a way to provide the time needed to work with some of the
students who need individual support. Some really need one-on-one
reinforcement. (Linda)
"One challenge is meeting them where they are, on their level and helping them
while most of the class is past that. And the other challenge is meeting the needs
ofthe other children without slowing down so much that you're on that leveL:'_
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Ensuring
learning/understanding
of content

Working with below
grade level readers

Capability
concerns

Lack of knowledge
about disability and
ways to address

(Marilyn)
"My little fellow with the broken arm, his reading level is quite a bit above. And
it's hard to get that middle ground. And I've got to teach to the middle; it feels
like." (Cindy)
"Trying to figure out what would be the best way to meet their needs and still
teach the other group as well. .. " (Megan)
"Finding ways to help them relate to whatever concept I'm teaching." Often, you
have a set way to do things. I have three ways that I can explain something. If
students don't get it after I've tried those ways, I find it challenging. (Alice)
I'd like to say I reteach in small groups. "Theoretically, I would love to sit down
with them and say ... you don't seem to get this part. Let's talk about from here to
here. Realistically ... you plan to have reteaching time. You plan to sit down ... to
pull them out ofPE ... to call them in the morning to catch them when you
can ... but that's not what happens." (Amanda)
In the early grades, you're trying to get the basics in, and you don't want them to
stand out. (Megan)
A lot of times, the challenge is that the children can't read the material or the
material is above grade level. (Linda)
"It's the children when they cannot read on grade level." You have to read it to
them or you have to sit right with them to do everything because they don't
know how to do it themselves. I worry what's going to happen to some ofthem
as they move to the upper grades. (Samantha)
I do have four or five that are below reading level. And I know I sometimes lose
them. "And then there comes the behavior problem." (Cindy)
I think I need more training. Special education is not my specialty. More training
is needed with addressing academic and behavior concerns. (Susie)
It is difficult knowing the best way to relate to whatever disability a student has
at first. It is, until I get to know them. (Linda)
There are so many things that you don't know. "With the things you don't
know, you can cause a big ruckus." (Amanda)
~-------
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CUMULATIVE THEME TABLE- INCLUSIVE PREPARATION
Theme:
Inclusive
Preparation
Inclusive
expenence

Category

Previous
experience

Comfort level

Examples

"Most of the time that I've worked with special education children, they have been
pulled out part ofthe day and the rest of the time, they've been included for science and
social studies and sometimes math.... And I've worked with special ed. children pretty
much ... well, when they started doing this total inclusive thing where the kids are kept
in the classroom all day-this is the first year I've had six special ed. children....
(Samantha)
"I can say around three years of doing inclusive teaching." (Alice)
"Actually, we just started that, you know, a lot last year. So, this is just the second
year. .. and when they're in there more than they were before." Before ... "they were
basically just in there for usually science and social studies. And they went out for
everything else." (Susie)
"I have had ... one year I had 9 referrals in one classroom. So that was an inclusive
classroom before it was titled inclusive classroom. I had 29 students that year in 1st
grade and 9 referrals that all qualified. And I have had one year when I had a child with
cerebral palsy who had an aide with him. I've had a child who was blind and had
diminished mental capacity." (Marilyn)
"We were put into the inclusion world last year for the first time. (Amanda)
"I have never taught in an inclusive class." (Cindy)
Well, in kindergarten, it's inclusive every year.(Megan)
"But anyway, I think I have a lot of experience in the inclusive setting. I've worked
with lots of different children. " (Samantha)
If asked to rate myself, "I would say pretty high." (Linda)
"And I've been teaching a group of youth for 10 ... 12 years at my church. And they
have a variety of learning abilities so that's what allow me to ... "(Alice)
"And that was really wonderful to be able to reach so many children in one classroom
setting based on their skills and ability." (Linda)
I would consider myself mid-level on the experience range, (Marilyn)
"By fire, last year." (Amanda)

!
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Professional
development

Preparation
received

Training
adequacy

Follow-up

"We really haven't had that much training. I know we had one little workshop that we
went to." (Susie)
"I've taken some classes like that. And then the county provides workshops and inservices. That's what they've done a whole lot." (Samantha)
I've gone to a couple of workshops and seminars that relate to students with disabilities.
(Linda)
I've gone to several workshops, been in several trainings ... I've gone to different
workshops" ... at a university. These focused on reaching students with disabilities while
allowing others to excel. (Alice)
"My professional development related to this is probably low level." (Marilyn)
We were told we were going to have inclusion the week before school started. We
asked how we are going to do it. We heard, we don't know, we're just going to do it.
They said they were going to train us. I think we had one session. (Amanda)
We did some training before in this school. Somebody came at the beginning of the
year last year and did a differentiation of classroom instruction.(Megan)
We have reviewed video tapes of"things to look for and even what they say you should
try to do for an inclusion class." (Cindy)
"We've had some professional development on that, just a little bit, but not a whole lot.
But, I think more training dealing with that particularly would help me. "(Susie)
The couple of workshops and seminars " ... have proven to be helpful." (Linda)
" ... And some in-service dealing with the difficult child, dealing with the difficult
parent, but never anything intensive. Never anything really practical." (Marilyn)
The training session ... "was nothing that actually would apply to something you would
use in the classroom." (Amanda)
"I've relied on the special ed. teacher a lot to help with that. (Susie)
"We haven't had that many in-services since they've done the inclusion. We did have
one in-service with some teachers" from another school in the county. "Their inclusion
is a lot different than ours ... " (Samantha)
On my own, I've been looking at discipline. Through ... " books and tapes and the
Internet. Anything I can find."(Cindy)

Self-efficacy Beliefs and Inclusive Classrooms 199
Teacher training

College
coursework

When I went through college, I had the basic classes. "There wasn't anything in
particular that really applied to having the special education students included." (Susie)
"I majored in psychology and had no intention of teaching. But because I didn't a job, I
was substituting ... And I decided I liked it ... I have had maybe one class teaching
children with disabilities a long time ago." (Marilyn)
My undergrad. was in computer science. When my long-time job ended as the industry
folded, teaching was something I could slide into. "I took the courses that I needed to
get my certificate. (Amanda)
After starting out as an English/Communications major, ... "after my child was born, I
did some aiding in a kindergarten class. I decided that I wouldn't have that much left to
finish to get my teaching certification, so I went that route." (Cindy)
"I did my student teaching in an LD classroom" ... before doing one semester of student
teaching in "regular ed. So, I went in with feet forward almost." (Megan)

Sense of
preparedness

"I don't feel that I was fully prepared.... I went through a short summer session. The
college covered things as quickly as they could, but as thoroughly as they could in that
amount of time" In a summer program, ... "it covered instruction, the whole nine yards;
classroom management ... everything like that."(Cindy)
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CUMULATIVE THEME TABLE-INSTRUCTIONAL STRATEGIES
Theme:
Instructional
Strategies
Teachercenteredness as
compared to
student
centeredness

Category

Examples

Beliefs as to own
centeredness
ranking

"Probably more teacher-centered." (Susie)
"A facilitator of learning more than teacher centered" (Samantha)
"Mondays and Tuesday, I teach Wednesday, Thursday, and Friday is studentcentered to show me what foundation I have laid." (Alice)
"I think I do a variety of both depending on what day of the week. I do more teacher
oriented instruction during the beginning of the week." (Linda)
I catch myself sometimes in the middle of a teacher-centered activity and I say to
myself I'm sure they're bored, because I am ... So I guess, if you were to think about
that as a percentage, it might be half and half." (Marilyn)
These students are still young, so we do a lot of teacher centered to begin with to
introduce the activity. But, to introduce it, definitely teacher-centered. (Megan)
"I know I don't focus enough on ... It's really hard to get away from ... you giving the
instruction ... to focus on them giving it. And so, my planning and presentation is
generally teacher-centered, although I try to look out for their needs as I'm doing
that." (Amanda)
"I need to be the center of attention" in the beginning. When I'm presenting
something right off the bat, an introductory type thing, I feel like they .. .I ... need to
present it." It helps that students have a little background knowledge. (Cindy)
I try to involve the kids in most of the stuff we do. I try to be more student-centered. I
work to provide choice and try to turn their questions back to them so they think
them through. (Samantha)
If we've been working on decimals at the start of the week, later in the week, I've
have them show me what they know. "And I'll just sit in one of their chairs. And
they just take it up. And they'll pull sticks like I had and show what they know about
it. And the other person will come up, and they might correct the person that just
came up." (Alice)
"So I try to turn ... to use student-centered instruction as much as I can, but you have
to do some of both. You try to limit the time on your teacher-centered ones ... But

Student-centered
use
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Instructional
strategy
technique

Use of additional
adults

Use of hands-on
activity

Use of groups

you definitely have to weave the two together. Do something teacher activity, do
something movement activity or ... " (Marilyn)
"Centers right now is definitely student-centered instruction.... I can do a lot of
student-centered instruction with math ... much more of an exploratory kind of thing."
(Megan)
On occasion, we have done some rotating with centers in math. (Cindy)
I can really do a lot with small groups because of the additional adult support who
come in to work with the students. "I've used small group more for math and science
this year because I've got the extra hands." (Susie)
My aide will pull some students to the carpet to provide additional instruction.
(Samantha)
I have an aide that comes in and she reinforces and she helps. (Cindy)
We do hands-on activities, file folder games, and centers. (Samantha)
We do different stations that show students' mastery. One station is always a review
station. Each table selects where they want to go. (Alice)
" ... Like for coins, one thing we do is the dollar holler rap. And each child gets 4
coins- and ... one of each coin. And they shake them. "Sweetie knows a song and it's
really kind of funny and it's all about coins and learning to count money: Pennies,
nickels, dimes, quarters ... pennies, nickels, dimes, quarters. And when they start
saying pennies, nickels, dimes, quarters- they put their money down and try to line it
up: penny, nickel, dime, quarter ... " (Marilyn)
I just do more of a pour on top of students' tables and let students explore. (Megan)
Small group is where I can get diversified because I can look at and address the
weaknesses of two or three students. "It looks like chaos, but they are all working on
what they need to work with."(Susie)
My aide and I do remediation groups every morning for 30 minutes. I also work with
my students in small groups to help with content understanding. (Samantha)
"I don't have a lot of small group. I don't have a lot of .. .let's pull this group and talk
to them because I haven't figured out how to differentiate that way. I know we've
had a seminar on this, but I can't juggle yet." (Amanda)
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Use of
peers/partners

Use of specific
teaching strategy

"A lot of times I'll put one of my higher readers with a lower one, and that works out
pretty well. Not just for reading ... " but other subjects as well. (Susie)
So, rather than put them on the spot too much, a lot of times I say, can you help then.
I say to another student, 'Why don't you give them a hand or something like that."'
(Megan)
If the "lower ones ... if they are not able to get it right away, I ask them, well, ask a
friend and let them help you." (Cindy)
With students who are reading far below, I can echo read with them. We can work at
the sentence level and also focus on where punctuation is and get them to see how it
tells them to slow down. This helps them with fluency. (Susie)
"And we cut words apart ... and use paper to cut ... to put words back together or we
start with cutting sentences apart and moving them back together." (Marilyn)
I do a lot of modeling and draw a lot to give students some kind of mental picture.
(Megan)
Cover the word, read around it, and guess for context clues support. Read from
pictures, reread, and go back and talk about it. (Amanda)
Retelling, "not necessarily on paper because some of them haven't quite mastered
that type of thing and to not draw attention. I feel like I can decipher what they have
learned easier by them talking, rather than writing."(Cindy)
"I use books for everything. I teach with literature all the time." (Samantha)

Use ofliterature
across content areas
SOL format
To help students learn and then show this on the SOL assessments, I keep looking at
consideration
the SOL to see which way students need to know it. I do a lot of visuals and drawings
because that's the way the SOLs are presented. I tell my students so they'll
understand later. (Alice)
I make up a lot of songs to help with learning science, math, and social studies
Focus on
novelty/fun in
content. (Samantha)
learning tasks
I will often chart which questions have the most challenges and I present it in the
form of a game. (Linda)
I use students within the lessons instead of using model items. So the students were
the sun and the different planets when we worked on a science lesson. I have also
used the game ofbaseball to work with multiplication flashcards.(Alice)
" ... And there's a model right there and they see if they can do and then they wave
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Pacing
Use of specific
review and
reinforcement

Use of
curriculum or
instruction
adaptation

Adjust expectations

their hand when they're done. And then we use the big money ... the big paper money
to do the same thing on the pocket chart as kind of a race or a game. And we use it at
the beginning of the year, especially ... We do a lot of nursery rhymes with song and
dance movements to them ... " (Marilyn)
"I like to keep the pace quick." The problematic thing is keeping interruptions
minimized. (Amanda)
I pull from all kinds of things to review and to provide extra practice. Different
groups work on different things. (Samantha)
At times, I pull students individually one-on-one and go through a particular paper
with them to share what they need to do. "This helps provide a visual of what's going
on." (Linda)
" ... They might ... we might have a predictable chart-I like to eat spaghetti or
somebody might say I like to eat pizza ... or whatever, and we will have it up visually
for everybody and we'll practice reading it. Then I'll type their own sentence and
we'll practice reading it. .. pointing to each word. And then everybody will ... we'll
talk about cutting between the spaces. And we cut apart a sentence strip and practice
putting that back together. And then they'll take theirs and cut it apart and try to put
it together and then they'll give their parts to a partner and try to put it together ... "
(Marilyn)
Sometimes I teach and reteach it. I try to "hit it on level and then quiz them verbally
to see what they got, ifthey got it and come back to those that didn't get it." (Cindy)
" ... you might make the sentence shorter... so you might adapt the materials ... You
might adapt the grouping ... " (Marilyn)
" ... You have different expectations of different levels of ability. So in general, a
shorter assignment for kids who aren't going to be able to do the whole assignment
anyway." (Amanda)
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Use oftechnology

Modality/support
adjustments

We do our Eggheads-Techno on the Internet. The kids can go and click on various
simple machines within the house and garage. This lets them work on their own
level. We also use Successmaker in class and in the computer lab. We do a lot of
United Streaming clips. (Samantha)
From mid- to week end, we do a lot of technology to support the instruction
presented at the start of the week. We use BrainChild to help with content learning;
it's very good. It allows me to see everything students did and what they got wrong.
We also use clickers. (Alice)
The students can go to my website. It's kid-friendly and much easier. On certain
programs that I have linked there, I can see how long students have been there and
how many times they've clicked their mouse. And I can chart. I also do a lot of
visuals online. I do research and pull up color. I also use clickers and laptops a lot.
(Linda)
Some students may need things like pencils or paper clips to touch, hold and move
when trying to count from a picture, so I give them things like that. Or they may need
a pencil grip to write with or need to move closer in order to see. (Megan)
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CUMULATIVE THEME TABLE- LESSON REFLECTION
Theme:
Lesson
Reflection
Lesson success

Category

Lesson impressions

Examples

The lesson went very well. The students were really interested in the story
and listened well. They were responsive and they picked up the simple
machines. (Samantha)
I think the lesson went pretty well. The kids enjoyed reading the story. They
love to sit and read. The question part ... not so much. (Susie)
I think it went okay. " ... I was introducing the place value of decimals, and so
this was their first time working with them. So, it's basically a foreign
language to them right now." I believe the majority of them grasped it.
(Alice)
"I think the lesson went well. Using the clickers went well. The students
knew the material. "They loved the percentage that they ended up as a class."
(Linda)
"That lesson was not real academic oriented. It was more open-ended so I
think that everybody was successful at it and happy and produced a product
and felt good about it. Not that they learned a lot about anything in particular.
But, I think that it went okay." (Marilyn)
"I think it went pretty well. I think it got a little sluggish at the end there. I
think the warm-up worked pretty well with this one. But ... it worked horribly
with the first. .. " group of the day. "It's the good thing about teaching it three
times." (Amanda)
"Well for centers, I think they were a little bit active than they should have
been. There were a couple people that came up and interrupted me and they
know they weren't supposed to do that, especially when I was testing them
for interims .... " The reading, the story went well, and they were on task.
They like the story. (Megan)
"The ones that were on track, and I know it looked like quite a few of them
were not, the ones that were on track, I know they were with me." (Cindy)
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Enhancements/revisions
considered

Behavior
appraisal

Appropriateness of student
behavior and relation to
typical display

I didn't like the cause and effect chart. I don't think the students really
understood. "So, I think I would try a different approach with that. And they
have a hard time with that anyway." (Susie)
I would have liked to have had more time. (Samantha)
" think having them do more of the hands-on in groups and maybe ask each
other questions. And then they could have actually charted what each person
thought." This would have been used to check group members' predictions.
(Linda)
I would use a United Streaming clip first. (Alice)
"I wish I had shown them all how to fold the paper and cut the hearts and let
them practice with that." (Marilyn)
"Well, we have to follow the curriculum, so you can't do things a whole lot
differently." (Megan)
"Make sure the pace at the end stayed quick. Try to shut [particular student's
name] down a little earlier." (Amanda)
"The class ... if I could just get them quiet ... If I could have just have
managed the four or five that were causing a disruption." (Cindy)
The students were very well behaved. Their behavior was quite typical during
the lesson. (Susie)
The behavior was excellent. And it was basically typical. (Samantha)
They like to interact. The students know that I'm not the type of teacher who
is always quiet. They know that they better stay on task. Their behavior was
basically typically. But they were a little more quiet than usual. " ... They were
really trying to get it today." (Alice)
"I thought they did well. I normally start them off with 100 points and they
maintained their score. . .. They maintained their score of 94; so ... which
meant only a couple of people got out of line and they know how to get each
other back in check. Typically, that class' score "may fluctuate, but it doesn't
go below 90ish." (Linda)
"Because of the nature of that activity, I thought they were helpful to each
other. I thought they were cooperative. And I thought they were excited ... It
was pretty typical. You know, a lot of our activities are quieter than that and
stiller than that. But for ... that was sort of considered centers for today. And_
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Goal focus

Goal direction

Impressions of goal
attainment and evidence
indication

1. .. that's pretty typical." (Marilyn)
" ... the students were actually quieter than they normally are which that part
was good." For them, it was good. (Megan)
The students' behavior was probably a little smoother than typical. "Probably
because they haven't been in -in so long."(Amanda)
There was lots of talking, calling my name. It was a typical day. "Afraid so."
(Cindy)
The goal was to understand cause and effect as well as story structure. (Susie)
For them to identify simple machines and to remember what they were and to
pick out examples in the story. This is one of our SOL objectives. (Samantha)
"Basically, place values. I wanted to allow them to relate to everyday life
with decimals, fractions, place values.(Alice)
To understand magnets and how the magnets work and how they're used in
everyday life. (Linda)
"The goal was to create a unique animal and I guess, you know, to practice
cutting ... practice using white glue. We've had glue sticks up until now."
(Marilyn)
I'm trying to get the students to think about beginning, middle, end of a story
and details. "So in that reading, that story, that's what I was trying to get them
to think about. And also with this theme, we're talking about transportation,
so I was trying to get them to think about different parts .. .like things in car
and where they were setting and things like that." (Megan)
"Engage them in reading and help them recognize the parts of the story map."
(Amanda)
They needed to know they could make other words from the endings of two
particular words. " ... since a day was missed, I had to bump a lesson down.
"Because we were pushed for time and behind, I had to lump them together ...
For math, we were generally just reviewing math. We spent a lot oftime on
time." (Cindy)
I feel the goals of the lesson were met. "When I went back later and we did an
independent cause and effect lesson, most of the students were able to
complete that." (Susie)
I feel the goals were met. I graded their quiz and they did well. And on the
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Role of activities toward
lesson goal

test earlier in the week, they did very well. (Linda)
I think the goals were met. My assistants and I went around, and the students
had to write the decimals themselves and correct their mistakes. Then they
did it two or three other times. (Alice)
The goals were met and ... "I know because I can look at what they produced
and because everybody was happy with it." (Marilyn)
"When we get ready to finish making the simple machine and they can tell
me which part is the wheel and which part is the axle-yes." (Samantha)
They had problems doing exactly what I was getting at. They were able to
answer the questions that I asked. Later in the day, "when I gave them the
beginning, middle and end, most of them were able to tell me." (Megan)
I think the lesson goals were met. "People were participating ... people
responding. Some more than others; some too much." (Amanda)
The goals were somewhat met."The best that they could be met. .. in the
framework of what was going on in the classroom ... the extra talking and
things ... " The students could use the words in a sentence and I'll know on the
spelling test. You can see the brain working. "And plus I know them."
(Cindy)
We used the text and we read. Then we used the chart on the board to chart
the cause and effect from the story. The reading helped to build fluency and
helps with comprehension. One thing the students need to understand is part
of story structure. "And it kind of helps with that." (Susie)
"The activities showed them exactly which place value went where. It
showed them what a hundredth was, what a tenth was, what a hundredth
was." (Alice)
A variety of learning opportunities were presented in the lesson. There were
kinesthetic, visual, and auditory parts of the lesson. Students had a written
note taking sheet to use during the video clip which helped their focus and
this clearly conveyed my expectations and helped in their quiz preparation.
(Linda)
"When I was asking them ... when we were talking about the number score on
the white board, we were marking off what was going on. Then who won. "
(Megan)
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Other options considered
for demonstrating goal
mastery

Considered scaffolds to
support goal achievement

Pre-planning
--------

Accommodation/specific
situation considerations

We did enough thinking about the story situation in advance to maybe get
interested in what would happen with the blind character. They were a little
intrigued about an author writing as a narrator. We started the outline of the
story map. We did little things at first. To identify pictures by making them
look at captions. We just looked at the components of the text. "That's not
really for a story map. But that's just reading in general.(Amanda)
"They would have been where they needed to be. That would have been
something that would have been ... they would have been successful in that."
(Cindy)
I'll have them try to make a different simple machine-something simpler.
Or they can go home and do a simple machine scavenger hunt with Mom's
help and try to pick out things in the house that are simple machines.
(Samantha)
Students can do additional projects outside of class so that they can show
what they know. I also create assignments on my website that students can do
at home and bring back to show their learning. (Linda)
They could draw a picture. (Megan)
I would probably let them show orally, it they don't do it written."They could
draw it out ... a little dense but..." (Amanda)
If students have difficulty, I use small group to support. Usually the following
week in small groups, I go back to review, and that will tell me whether
students really got it or not. (Susie)
I use small groups to remediate. My assistant, a faithful volunteer, and I pull
groups several times a week. (Alice)
"I would have ... you know, hand over hand cut with them or I would have
gone to them and suggested or shown them how to make whiskers or ... I
gave out the markers if you didn't want to cut out the little shapes." (Marilyn)
"Usually, I pull them into small group or I have them work ... " with the aide.
Either one-on-one or with a small group; and it may not be with just a small
group with others that have the same problem." (Megan)
I have one student who's monitored, so I usually think about how he's going
to handle the lesson. I also have a student with a full-time aide, so I have to
think about how b:e may be able to handle the lesson. Sometimes he needs
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more support. (Susie)
I have sheets that summarize the different simple machines for "my group of
sped kids. I have to do that a lot ... pull stuff from different levels to work with
them." (Samantha)
My assistant and I set up a card in advance noting the students that we
expected would have difficulty with it. That way we would know which
students to really focus on. (Alice)
I have some students who I know come into class late daily as they are
supported in a learning room before my class. I always plan to have their
materials out and ready so they can get on target. "I have to plan how to catch
them up or relate to them what was covered." (Linda)
Special seating for certain students. I also always try to have a backup plan
for certain students that might not be able to answer the questions that I call
out. (Megan)
"In general, your goal is just to keep them interested.... Otherwise, I kind of
focus on what my objectives teach." (Amanda)
"I did consider four or five that are lower ... On a discipline level, knew that I
would have the four or five that would need to be somewhere else and do
something else." (~indy)
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CUMULATIVE THEME TABLE- PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT IMPACT
Theme:
Professional
Development
Impact
Classroom
changing
professional
development

Category

Influential
professional
development
opportunity type

Consequential new
learning

Examples

We have really worked together at our school to figure out what to do since they first
said inclusion. I really rely on the special education teacher. Since I've never had a
student included for reading before, I have needed to really think about my lessons
and do more adjusting to meet their needs. I go the special ed. teacher for help with
resources and things that I need to help. (Susie)
I think talking with other teachers and working with a strong special ed. teacher who
has had a lot of training has a really good impact. (Samantha)
Participating in the workshop relating to connecting with students and working more
flexibly in our classrooms. (Alice)
Learning the Shirley Method of teaching language arts through a kit. It uses jingles
and repetition. This helped me in my preparation and teaching in the ELL summer
programs. It really helped me to develop my lessons and to be able to communicate
with anyone in spite of communication barriers. (Linda)
" ... a workshop ... about the mindset of people who live in poverty. And I gained
more from that than anything I've ever ... any professional development I've ever
had." (Marilyn)
After participating in a training about the use of the special ed. teacher as a teaming
member in the general education classroom, I was intrigued. I saw that the special
educator could actually teach in a classroom and not just observe my teaching.
(Megan)
A reading strategies course at the college has impacted my teaching. (Amanda)
I use a website on the Internet called educationconnection. It is set up in a question
and answer format. I can write in a question and teachers from all over can write in a
response with suggestions. Or, I can read responses that have been threaded to
another person's response. (Cindy)
I've made some of my own games to help students with sight words after meeting
with her and using some of her games. I now incorporate more games and activities
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Impact perceived
on instruction

in my instruction. (Susie)
"Treating each child as an individual. Making sure I understand what their needs are.
I've learned a lot of tolerance for differences." (Samantha)
I'm learning how to take advantage of all this help around us. I am learning to
relinquish control and to be more open to others and what they can teach me. With
the extra teacher now coming in, I've learned a lot of the hands-on teaching and the
use of the visuals. (Alice)
I learned a lot concerning differentiation of instruction. "It makes it much easier for
me to be able to recognize that this child has a different need from this child. Or, if I
have a child who doesn't want to do something, I encourage them, but if they don't
want to do it, don't make them do it. (Linda)
" ... you have to meet their needs for food and for safety first and that you cannot
expect things to be done at home if people don't have the resources or the education
to do them. So your homework expectations have to be realistic. And also, you can't
make assumptions without getting to know ... sometimes you have to make extra
effort to get these parents to respond because they have a background of a negative
feeling about education." (Marilyn)
I now work with the special education teacher assigned to my grade level and the
grade above to share ideas and what works for our age group. She comes weekly to
the grade level meetings.(Megan)
"learned different approaches ... different focuses for what you want the kids to think
about as they read." (Amanda)
"I think it's helped my instruction because it has really made me think a lot about
each individual student more so than I used to." (Susie)
I have become much more insightful. I think I've always been patient and
understanding, but I think I'm even more so. (Samantha)
" .. .I am not ... a little more loose, not so tight. And the students still learn. It's not,
you have to do it this way ... " (Alice)
"It has me still in the field of teaching. Simply because I get to see children years
later who come back and say thank you." (Linda)
"I have changed homework expectations. I have ... I try to remember what the
children might be going home to. And I try to have a respect for ... and not have a ...
not stereotype parents that I haven't met yet. It's easy to say this_parent's not doing a

'
.
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Resultant impact to
students

thing with this child when maybe they can't. I keep reminding myself, do what you
can do at school. Do what you can to help that parent find resources, and you just
hope that they will respond." (Marilyn)
" .. .if I have a student in math that has some kind of special needs, I feel like I can
already start helping them right away. I don't feel like I'm lost when they first come
in." (Megan)
It drives my instruction. You teach a strategy at a time and these become the reading
tools. (Amanda)
I have tried several strategies. I've tried lot of things ... some successful, and some not
successful. (Cindy)
.. .it's had an effect of the children-positive." (Linda)
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CUMULATIVE THEME TABLE- STUDENT ENGAGEMENT
Theme:
Student
Engagement
Motivation
consideration

Category

Examples

Instruction design to Depending on what the lesson is, I have done the rhythm and rhyme. I've taught
promote engagement songs for social studies. I have let them create jingles for language to help them
remember the parts of speech." (Linda)
As we read together, I purposely leave certain words out and the students have to
watch and listen and fill in. "And it kind of keeps them engaged too. They enjoy
doing that. ... " (Susie)
Hands-on activities and ... "active learning like songs and dances and poems to learn
things.(Marilyn)
" ... keep your pace fast. Watch and see when they've had enough and stop before
they lost it." (Amanda)
Teacher activity to
"With my homeroom, I do a lot more motivating. Just telling them what they can
enlist engagement
do ... I also keep my tone upbeat so that has a lot to do with how I'm acting and if
they interact with me. It keeps it going." (Linda)
"If it's something we're going into and I'm excited about it, that generally flows
over to them ... So I watch how I present it and create the enthusiasm." (Cindy)
Use of
I definitely reinforce them. (Linda)
reinforcement
The students value the grade they get. If they don't do well, I give them the
opportunity to earn a better grade. And that appeals to them. (Susie)
I use food and candy as motivation sometimes. I have my basket as I ask questions
to the class about something we've covered. I also use games and content review
activities involving science topics we've covered.(Alice)
I reward them with the treasure box. If they get a sticker on three papers, they can
get three things from the treasure box. (Samantha)
Use of active
We try to do things they consider fun. We do role-playing, stand up and do the
learning
dialogue in a story, and act. Sometimes we do games ... or just anything that gets
them moving. (Susie)
"With the activities I plan, I try to do hands-on activities. We do morning circle
every morning to get them interested in what we're doing. We do a good morning

Self-efficacy Beliefs and Inclusive Classrooms 215

Learning
inspiration

Specific
encouragement
strategy use

Parent influence

Sense of student
accomplishment
Teacher influence

Raise student
interest/excitement

Connect with
student reality

song where they sing and dance about having a beautiful day." (Samantha)
"Well, I always try to make it animated or make it fun for them to learn. Always try
to get them involved somehow or another. We are always getting up dancing,
moving, hands on. I feel like if they're involved in it, they're going to remember it.
(Megan)
"I'm in the process now of teaching them a poem to help them believe in themselves
and promoting speaking up. If they're whispering, the kids will say, 'If you have
something to say-speak up"' (Linda)
"Talking about how proud they ... you are of them ... telling them about how proud
their parents are going to be of them. Having parents ... like we make class books
and when we make one then each child takes a tum taking it horne. And I encourage
to parents to write a little note telling us what good authors we are and so we read
those and we post those." (Marilyn)
If you know students have not read all the assigned chapters, you make sure you talk
about those chapters and get them interested. So maybe they'll want to go back and
read. (Amanda)
Some will say, 'When I get out of school I'm going to get a check, I won't have to
work.' "That's the hardest thing to overcome because parents' beliefs and things
like that." (Cindy)
"When you can help them feel a sense of accomplishment ... a can do, then they will
do more." (Amanda)
"And I always tell them that you're not guaranteed to be taught next year because
there might be some discipline children that will not allow the teacher to teach. So
get as much as you can while you can because discipline happens to be one of my
strengths." (Linda)
" ... When they see that someone else has achieved something and they see how they
can go onto to another level, maybe in the stations. There may be a special station
for those that have already gone through that. So it challenges them. They see that
as having fun. They say, 'I've got to get this."' (Alice)
Increasing interest (Cindy)
"And so today, I told them the story of Ben Carson because that was one that came
on just recently. And they were really like, 'Wow, that's a true story. And someone
actually goes through that and called dumb."' (Linda)
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Emphasize
importance of
learning/role in
future

-

Well, this group is mostly black, so you have to ... You have to make things relevant
to them ... .l feel like there's one little boy in the class who ... sometimes when he
misbehaves, and he's kind of bright, I say if you want to be president one day, you
got to snap out of this and buckle down." (Megan)
Giving things they can think and talk about. Give things they can relate to.
(Amanda)
For one particular student with an attendance concern, " ... I've been telling her the
importance of school and how her grades would increase if she stayed in school.
She's been coming every day." (Linda)
Getting them to know that what they're doing is necessary for them and they'll
enjoy it. (Samantha)
"And talk about how ... we talk to them about what they're doing now is going to
make them so smart when they get older." (Marilyn)
I tell them that it's important. One example involves the class's interest in Obama as
president. I said to them, "He had to stay in school and learn; and that's important.
And he had to listen." (Megan)
"I just try to talk learning-talk learning up. That it's exciting. I try to bring it across
like, 'Well,I didn't know about that, let's learn S()!lle more about that." (Cindy)
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APPENDIX M: Researcher as Instrument Statement
As I reflect on my professional preparation and career, I can note a strong affinity
to both general and special education. The dual attraction resulted in my pursuing a major
in special education and a minor in general education. This preparation fostered early
opportunities to participate in clinical observations and student teach in both general and
special education settings. These opportunities spurred later interest in pursuing teaching
positions in both general and special education. I feel strongly that my wide-ranging
background has led to my passion in supporting inclusive education. I understand firsthand that distinct teaching skills develop, are nurtured, and are then employed as a direct
result of specific preparation and distinct teaching assignment.
I believe that inclusive education allows all students to benefit from the skills of
the classroom teacher while receiving incidental, and sometimes direct, support from a
special educator. I also believe that when appropriately conceived and carried out,
inclusive education fosters a greater interconnectedness between general and special
educators as teachers capitalize on one another's strengths and expertise to support the
needs of students in the general education setting.
I completed my undergraduate work at a small college in Newport, Rhode Island
(Salve Regina-The Newport College). My major was mildly handicapped education, and
as stated previously, elementary education was my minor. My special education student
teaching experience occurred in a perceptually impaired program at an elementary school
in a small city in eastern Massachusetts. Students who qualified for services came to a
resource room for approximately 30 minutes each day to work on perceptual training
exercises incorporated into content areas, such as reading or math. I did my elementary
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student teaching in a third grade classroom in a medium sized town approximately 15
miles away. In this experience, I focused on the third grade curriculum, implemented the
classroom discipline system, constructed hands-on learning activities, assisted all
students in achieving lesson objectives, and worked to build strong teacher-student
relationships.
Following my college graduation, my husband and I left New England and
headed to Virginia as economic concerns at that time made jobs in unionized states, such
as Rhode Island and Massachusetts, difficult to obtain and depend on. My graduate work
began approximately six years later at the College of William with a concentration in
Emotional Disturbance and Mental Retardation. Although I had taught for six years as a
special educator at two different schools, as part of my graduate preparation, I was
required to student teach in two different settings selected to fulfill the emotional
disturbance and mental retardation certification. The emotional disturbance setting was a
self-contained program in a rural school system in Eastern Virginia. It was designed to
meet students having learning disabilities or emotional disturbances. Its self-contained
structure allowed little or no contact with general classroom teachers. The mental
retardation placement occurred in a residential hospital setting designed for acute patients
suffering trauma from such things as car accidents, failed suicide attempts, strokes or
from chronic illness, such as diabetes, needing aggressive treatment. The restrictive
setting allowed no contact with classroom teachers until patients were stable enough to
begin the transition back to their previous school settings.
For over twenty years, I worked in public education and have taught students with
learning disabilities, emotional disturbance, and mental retardation in various settings.
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These included more restrictive settings where I had little to no contact with general
education teachers to general classroom placements where I spent much of my day
supporting students identified as having special needs in their grade level classrooms with
their non-identified, similar-aged peers. In addition, I have taught students as a general
education classroom teacher in grades one and two. As such, I relied heavily on the
special educator who worked with students under my charge in an effort to meet
individual needs while covering grade level content for all students. The majority of my
teaching career was spent in one large Central Virginia school system. However, for one
year, I worked as a consulting teacher in an affluent district along the rocky shores of
Maine. In this position, I worked to draft students' behavior plans and assisted various
classroom teachers with behavior management techniques and instructional strategies in
an effort to support inclusive practice for grades one to five.
My professional experience began as a learning disabilities teacher working with
students in grades K-5 in a rural area of a large county school system. Each school day
was incredibly busy and consisted of working with small groups of students coming in
and out of my resource room all day long. I had little opportunity to interact with any
classroom teachers beyond a quick hello in the hallway and I recall feeling very isolated.
I was housed at the far end of the building. After four years, I moved to different school
in the same county system. My new position was learning disabilities teacher for grades 4
and 5. This school served a large number of students considered "at-risk" due to their
families' socioeconomic conditions. I had greater opportunities to interact with other
teachers and felt more connected to the school. I stayed at this school for only two years
as I decided to return to full-time graduate study at the end of year two.
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After completing my graduate program, I took a position as a consulting teacher
in the state of Maine. This position was designed to strengthen inclusive practice by
offering special education support on a regular basis to classroom teachers. Needless to
say, it demanded a great deal of interaction with numerous general education teachers.
Over time, I was able to establish a strong working relationship with many of the
teachers, and this resulted in their greater comfort in working with students with
challenging behavior and/or learning concerns. Due to family responsibilities, my family
and I returned to Virginia after just one year.
I returned to my former school system and assumed a position as a learning
disabilities teacher at a school serving students from primarily middle class families. My
position involved working with students in Kindergarten to grade three through a
resource room model. After having the strong connections to so many general educators
in my position in Maine, it was very difficult to return to the isolation of working in a
pull-out program. I worked to develop regular meetings with several classroom teachers
to better support students' skill application in the classroom. However, after two years in
that position, I requested a general education position at my school and was delighted to
receive it. For many years it had been understood, that once a special education teacher,
always a special education teacher.
After working as a special educator for nine years in various schools and working
with a variety of grade levels, it was quite a change to have a general education
classroom and to focus on only one curriculum. For three years, I worked as a first grade
teacher, and although I knew a great deal about behavior management, instructional
strategies, and building student motivation, it was very challenging initially to go from
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small group instruction to large group instruction. After year three, I asked to move to
second grade. Upon moving, I quickly discovered that teaching second grade was an
absolute delight. I enjoyed the curriculum and students' growing independence, but most
importantly, I enjoyed working with students who were continually curious and truly
wanted to please their teacher. With my background in special education, it was not
surprising that each year I had numerous students assigned to my classroom that had a
variety of special education concerns. It was quite a different experience to depend quite
heavily on a special educator who was assigned to work with students under my charge. I
enjoyed collaborating on this level and having the opportunity to use both of our
strengths to support all of our students' needs. I remained a second grade teacher for nine
years. In my 12 years as a general educator, I appreciated the strong connections among
my colleagues as we worked together on grade level teams. This was a sorely missed
component as a special educator.
After year nine in second grade, I decided to begin my doctoral work in special
education administration and determined that after all my years away from a day to day
assignment in special education, it was time to return to the roots of my educational
career. Once I made my decision known to my principal, I was asked ifl would consider
taking a new position at the school as a Mildly Mental Delayed (MiMD) teacher. I agreed
and assumed the MiMD position for grades three to five. Very shortly, I realized how
little had changed in special education, even after being away for 12 years. My students
spent much of their day in my classroom, even though they were assigned to a general
education classroom. I supported their progress in science and social studies by working
in their general education classroom for that period each day or by having my assistant
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take on this role. I sought to build a working relationship with my students' teachers;
however, this was far more difficult than I had anticipated. Because of my students'
disabilities (and perhaps their special education label), several of the classroom teachers
expected very little of the students. Their focus on the content and students' performance
on the Standards of Learning tests made them less willing to consider altering their
instructional strategies. After only one year in this position, I resigned to pursue my
doctoral studies full time. My journey back to special education propelled me to work to
overhaul special education. Viewing special education within a resource room model and
not providing classroom teachers the necessary skills and understandings to meet
challenging students' needs is not conducive to effective instruction. This commitment
led me to pursue a position as a training and technical support provider to educators
working with students with disabilities following one year of full time doctoral studies.
As a training and technical support provider, I have become very cognizant of the
importance of training adults while honoring adult learning understandings. As I have
worked to improve my professional delivery, I have come to understand the importance
of engaging teachers in relevant content, the critical need to promote active learning
opportunities within small groups, and the need for offering specific feedback to move
teachers' current practice toward desired ends. Highly effective professional development
has become an area of keen interest. Its role is critical in leading teachers to feel as
though they are equipped and will be supported in meeting students' needs.
I believe professional development is a key vehicle in moving teachers to feel
equipped and capable of meeting students' IEP- identified learning and/or behavioral
challenges. I believe that professional development trainings must be specific and provide
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teachers with active learning opportunities to allow them to process the content and to
make their own understandings. I also believe that teachers must have follow-up if they
are to implement professional development content in their own classrooms. Having
effective professional development related to inclusive education which is clearly tied to
research supported necessary skills and knowledge areas is a critical ingredient to
teachers' sense of self-efficacy.
I value class structures which assist students in knowing and understanding
classroom routines. I respect teachers who have a clear sense of lesson design and use
instructional time to carefully move lessons along. I also respect teachers who work to
motivate student learning beyond extrinsic motivators and make learning exciting and
engaging on a daily basis. I value teachers who are organized and who remain unflustered
as typical school interruptions occur. I expect to find that study participants who have
higher levels of self-efficacy display higher levels of student engagement and have less
behavioral incidents within their class. I also expect that teachers with higher selfefficacy levels use more student-centered activities and depend less on teacher-centered
activities. Finally, I expect that teachers with higher self-efficacy levels have participated
in greater numbers of research supported professional development opportunities related
to inclusive education and these have included more activity, more support, and have led
to higher levels of implementation in the classroom.
I am willing to discover that teachers have received less professional development
specifically connected to research supported inclusive education knowledge and skills. I
am also willing to discover that low self-efficacy teachers have developed classroom
routines to assist in keeping behavioral events at a minimal level. I am not willing to
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discover that low self-efficacy teachers are not interested or motivated to further students'
(having IEP challenges) learning. I am also not willing to discover that low self-efficacy
teachers have not had the same professional learning opportunities as high self-efficacy
teachers.
I would hope that others learning of the results of this study would carefully
review professional development practices and plans for the upcoming school year. I
would also hope that professional development support would be carefully reviewed and
modified and would be linked to the actual practices of classroom teachers. I would hope
that professional development opportunities become aligned to what teachers need to feel
competent and capable. Finally, I expect that professional development format, support,
and subsequent implementation will become key concerns to building principals. As a
key concern, professional development will be viewed as a critical vehicle to moving
teachers forward in having the skills and knowledge necessary for supporting effective
inclusive practice.
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APPENDIX N: Professional Development and the Inclusive Classroom Survey Frequencies
PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT DELIVERY FORMAT

Skill or Knowledge Area

Sit & Get

2

Some
activity

4

Active
learning

NA

%

Use of Accommodations and
n=61
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FOLLOW-UP RECEIVED

Skill or Knowledge Area

None at
all

2

Some
support

4

Extensive
support

NA

%

Use of Accommodations and

n=57
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PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT IMPLEMENTATION

Skill or Knowledge Area

Not at all

2

Some use

4

Use
consistently

NA

%

Use of Accommodations
and Modifications
n=57
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